PUHOSHEDBY AOTMOTV 



(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


(Trawfarer) 

# #T WC, rfl 1 

16 1?|4, 2007 * >. 

TO*. 168?;-TO WGK, far! fa?FT, 

^ fa# m #*n w* #Mfare, 1962 # m 152 ^ 

(n) ^ #?#*# 33/94-^B (##,) 

fairer 1-7-1994 #fcr /qfai im «>rlftre anffar^T 

U 14/2002-^ (TFT. A) fairer 7-3-2002 ^ free! 

arcterewfre # TO Rfa# *bt iratn ^ ^ 

WTt, <SfT^K|, ^#4 ^F, #^1^1’ # T# 

’5#^7 #7, <J#W, T3TORT afrtpFH? WI 3', 
IfalT ^ *g#T (H5#41 ^ 3fo ftfaret 

^rre # #n ^r sifafare, 1962 # w-9 ifr are# 
-hi«hik«i ^re ## tot \ 1 

[TnMvmi 40 ) 1 /TO#- 1 /2006/6159-6327-lU 

it. t3*t. wit, *j®ra*iTO 


WnmBSIMT IflMCTIJht 
(Depart—a t iH l w w — ) 

CENTRAL BOARD JMtEXCISE & CUSTOMS 



CENTRAL EXCISE, CUSTOMS & SERVICETAX, 
BHUBANKWSttT ZONE 

Bhubanesw«40ie^t6^M«i«h, 2007 

No. mmo^-CJ^^mKimAKESWAR 

S.0i 1689.—In exercise of the powers delegated to 

dated 1 -7-1994- by tte.OowgCTiiwiiR ipf fneba, Ministry of 
Finance, Departraemoffle»»aae, Naw J D e # under Clause 
(a) of Section 1 §2. of Customs Act, 1962 read with 
Notification No. 14/2»2^Cus*<?f i , l ; :) dated to-2002 as 
amended, I, P.N. Sarangi, Chief Commissioner. Central 
Excise, Customs & Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-Zone, 
Bhubaneswar hereby dectoe AWiaytghandapor & DbHcfa 
Villages of iftijaisg' TefctsilvDfctt'.- J aga »ht gh pur in the 
State of Orissa, tofre* Wh nelio usingSta tii OTu ii ^ 

9 of Customs Act, 1962. 

[C.No. VI^40)trfai8^£2l*M^ 

P. N. Sif^NGLChiet*>mra^ 


2646 G1/2007 
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4»<tQ4 4NT T^T 4sfT <5>T 

*j4l?tJt[-1 41.311?. *TtR, TRTW fagH, 


' ^?CR-751007, aftfear 

23"*n^ f 2007 

4t*TT ^p*fi fetffcrfWl, 1962 *ft «RT 8 4 sM?r ^3TTft 
fWw sfaqpm 4. 2-2007-**! (TprA) 

23-3-2007 

*rndta Ip^e - 41 *tt 4 3u«ufnn 

^Ri«ih 4<vu<ft 4 unrMh 4 14^ IVmct hi^’c 
Tjfif^r, £*> *n4 wr 48” aftjft 


^7T.3tT. 

8(^) 4 am 
an^ 

’iPflft 4 3F 

4 i r?t yidtinT 
^5^4 < 
8(4) 4 'm 
wl rRT 1341 
41 ^ 

i690.-4taT arfftf4w, 1962 41 trrcr 

ftr iRti ?if4i4 ^tt eM^Vi p; 4, ^hihmi 

fT, 4*4^1 <4CHi^ ^J^>, TR 4^1 4>T, 

ilfe^T 41 aiwidld 

4> 1 ^ ■RFfft Tjf4r, 4^7 

4ft^5 48" 41.4. 41 3 i^414t 

3t«RT an^T, 44fa 4tRT 

it °fr, aHfe^T m> W wti 4, 

rsnft f4^ ^ 4tn arfftfwr, 1962 4 

cT«ITaRT3T^4f^>t^f14 wt14^trr 1 
nfafatfi, 41»ii arfftfrpm, 1962 41 ^rt 

ct, 4 Rci^ra 4 ^rft^i t^7 

fftftts- 48" 4.4. 4 4 rt 4^ 

tI Pi*^i^k faFiRm ^ 1 

SI7.4 

7T ^ arafw% 

1. Iwr T 

1 

2. ^4 

?3*jf4r 86° 41’ 31" 4TPl^S' cWT 20° 

04 , 42 tt 4fe^TR3Rfr«R 1 
aftf^ai tri 4 fs^n 

4 netflci ^7T IVI4 hi ^41 

1 

3. t(41f4^ 

te miMtilHI 4M<1«W 4 e^> w 

1 


| [41. 4 vin(40) l/wfsr- 1 / 2006 ] 

A BlfaPT, ap^RI 

COMM ISSIONERATE OF CENTRAL EXCISE, 
CUSTO] AS & SERVICE TAX, BHUBANESWAR-I 

Bh ubaneshwar, the 23rd March, 2007 
Notificatkn, No. 2/2007-Cus (N.T.) Bhubaneswar Dated 
23-3-2007 Issued under Section 8 of The Customs Act, 
1962 

Single Poii t Mooting, Tpnk Farm and Associated 48" 

(ID pipelines at Paradeep specified 
c us ton is area for unloading of imported crude 
petroleum products, 

S.O. 1690.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
upon me unier Section 8(a) of foe Customs Act, 1962,1, 


Tongmang Haokip, Commissioner of Central Excise, 
Customs and Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I, Orissa hereby 
approve the Single Point Mooring , Tank Farm and 
Associated 48" OD Pipelines at Paradeep as place for 
unloading of imported Crude Petroleum products, subject 
to the strict observance of relevant provisions of foe 
Customs Act, 1962 and'other instruction issued, in this 
behalf, by the Government of India or Commissioner of 
Central Excise, Customs and Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-1, 
Orissa from time to time. 

Further under Section 8(b) of the Customs Act, 1962, 

I hereby specify foe limits of foe Custofos Area of the 
above SPM, Tank Farm and Associate-48" OD pipelines at 
Paradeep as under:— 

SI. Name of the Site Location 

No. 

1. Single Point Mooring Situated at longitude 86° 4T 31” 

and latitude 20° 04'42" 

2. 15TankFarm Village Dinkia and 

Abhayachandapur of Kujang 
Tehsil, Dist :-Jagatsingpur in 
the state of Orissa. 

3. Associated Pipelines Connecting from SPM to Tank 

Farm at above. 

~~ [C.No. vm (40) 1 /Cus./B-1/2006] 

T. HAOKIP, Commissioner 
ffl ft y g R , 23 Rift, 2007 

iftm yjpm aiftilWi, 1962 41 mrr 45 4 *41 

W 3lft*J5HT 4 3/2007-**< gsft?**, 

23-3-2007 

MK l diM 4 at l il l thd 4 3H6i1fyl 

4 ftftm vsnfr Tjpn, £4 *jt4 twt t^ftffcfttr 
48” aft 41 MlfUWIf-H 4 **4f4*W f4 

*7T.3TT. 1691.—41*11 ^7 arfftfWT, 1962 (1962 
*T 52) 4 <TS<T TRtT Vlfrb^T *7T 4, iPHIM 

fsTPt*H, 3u$TT>, «hs{l*i 4^1^ 41 hi 4^T c tK, 

’garft^ER-i, aHf^rr, 4*4 afa?r wnftw 

%f»4s WWl si \5 4N* 

fttftfte, MRpO't 41 ftim ijRn, ^7 w1 
■m 48” 41 M i sHdhHi 4r, aifft^Rr laooi-^K 
(T^T.#.) tprft***, 1^4 23-3-2007 4 3RTfor 3Tfft*jf4r 

tJRT 8(^) 4 <T??T, an^ifaa "575 4 i 

41^; (R fn^Th ^Ccn <r> 14 ft 

ar*RT frgfa st«rt ^i4mirui stoi h*I+w<»i 4 * 

4 ^ 41 srfafWI 4 lIRMRf 4 14=TfH4cT 

?t4 m 3TTVrftcT t 

1. 3TRTT?T cT^TT 4 frrTC* T4 t R[ hi<M 4 

4. 44t 1962 41 ma 45(2) 4 smrft, 
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fsfsss srt rtr tftRSR, ttss if ■rrs-rss s* sift 

S^ISSR SRT STjtgTf S* 3I3<n?R «l*t 3T^n ^t sr?ft $ I 

2. RTCT Srt sfas *lf*S, TO-TSITS, sr* SH 

ssrsifas srefos s sn #n srt assets sra ^ snsss 
srt Pn+wfl 3 ^ xp stt srt sra Tit nw Pf#-ll*i’<H»i 

Sr faxi;TX$ RIST Sit Sift ^ fa*^SR gtff IS^'t^STcT 

SiTSfsS ftS>l^73RTgtSTfSR>t*^RT5T Sfllfatf gt»tstSRSR 
fwr sit argsfs 3 Ph+i^ ns st 3 trrt sfpr ^psr arfa- 
fSSR, 1962 Sit RRT 48 ^ cTFcT fTOH ftrR SI* 3TO1 
IsRft 3 rs srts»Rt PHSiidsutf l 

3. sftsit$ aosi^d/pHsMIa/jflsiwuwi sra,SRStfeSS 
Sit SRS^t if, SRSR a^f <£ 3P^T 3Hfltf$*T ^ ^kpT Rtft ST 
xp it HTST $, St TfrlT Tf^ST STfatSSR, 1962 S>t SRT 45(3) 
^ mssis? <# 3ppR s^f stft ^ sra sr *ss ^jesr *sr 

i 

4. auSld1d/PdSfd;4k l -dfid ?m St flg gjt fe s gft 

st 30 M sfs* st$ srs, 3 trst s t ^ rrs st Ms/ 

HTS>T*SKfl Si mS* TSSiRtt ScT iSiRR^ST 3TRSTSH 3 TkTRtF 
3TSfa if, -3ft *3fas arMrft SRT $ S$ gt; 3TRST $ fl Wl cfrd 
wi tfisr ^jesr srfafsss, 1962 sit srt 23(2) x£ st^sr 
aTTSTS SiT #4) TSlt ^Sr ^ HIC 1 sit *fl*u ^JSSi 
3lfafsSR, 1962 Sit «TRT 48 *fr TJTSRRf x£ SFSxfs, SR<TS 
3Tf«T^nft Srt dfdd »iyifa fSST, SRI f4;bl S^T 

f4>*li 'ST *(4><ii it I 

5. snrsf sfr sffi^/ aH^fes/gaffig ^ Ifrq s^fess 
SRi : 3*fas, sr^t srt ^Nt-^t ~*m 4mw ^pft ^ i 

6. 3Tf^5f^cT #9f if ^pff ^ Tmi^FT W^TTR, 
gFCI y^Krfd ^f, 'ill'SPi4> ■*f*nffcw 1WI, ''Wf’RT KTSIT 

WTT ^T i 

^ qgnPd F*nf ^#srt 

Rrfrf "RFf t^T ^ I 

8. w. A xp., IN! W MI5MWI5-H ^f 
WM "RTCT 3B7 '4>w!lft<H SHT f^TT >4^11 I 

9. ^ 3if% 

faPn*wT *RT ^IT5R 5RT I^TT ^PpT | 

10. 3R^ ^rr ‘3'f^cf ^IR ^ %x^, 4i^f5'«R gRT 
3RTr X?fe 3RT t^T^PR 3FRT ^1T X3ft ^ tit "<&& t^Tft 

IpT ?RT f^T ^ 3T*T5fr ^ ^ 5RT 

amr Mfw] s T ^4a< sm, w ya *(te ^t tw m 
^ ^ imft aifw^t ysffl^dwiCRi^ 3#qr v&rtt) 
wTR; yiw^»d m Tpw gt, ^IT x?W w fw( 3Rw 
gtnr, P4 h4*iO w •Rforc ^f Tftrr W d<ft wk ^ 
gVft I-3W *ft ^T ^f^qraT if 4«W) 
gt ^ 1RJWI ^1 ^fe TR^d ^tnT I Mt an^TF, 


4 - W P i ’TfrRT^) xp1R, <p^gR-l ^RT^T 
MIH^ if W^4>< u l XRRT ^»n t cR ^ Wtf^Td ^Rt 3T^f^T 
ItifaZ ^TR^dTOT gt 7 !! I 

11. xgfacT TRT. xft. xp., $*> Wf xp TJXFTtftTX^ 
m54^i^(#n ^?SF ^r) ^ft^JT^IT W4lf3l^ eMWlPg^H 
xtfi gtm ^irf br? , 4>^t'4 ^<^1^ #tn ^jr^r xp 
•^T VT, xp^R-1 ^ ^ aiyit^T 31M gt I 

12. +Wirg*H gRT fWRft **IH XR RpT 
fxRTRT x£ ftro; ^H^SR W#W ^ WH^^R?W 
4)<r*fi gtnr i 

13. 4»Wtfe<H gRI xp.Tft.xp, ^3F wf cWT 

xptfaq^s ^ 1?^ Utm wf ^t 

4«U*WI ^raf TFRT t 

14. arfftF, ”3?RK '^^■, ^tRT Xp #?T ^7, 

'SHT^gf xft air^^n ^t^gf'RT w*> 

w srraRT x^t ^eprrt *ft ^RstfgxR ?ht f^RiT xsnxpi | 

15. ^RStfg^R 'SRI 'RtRT WIRi IcRf ft^JEdR * 
^ T&m 3RWI 'Sfem W i' lHWd ^ft fgt^F xaRR*H 
^ft 'MIH | 

16. 9> - H t fe x H SRI ^51 it' ^TFf ^ WRt 
^ f^^fNRW, TlTsft «llt ST«fWI SRI WWW 

$faqu& f^Rrtf ^tn ^ gfltiRT st, ss sfssim 

r 

17. Tftm fwr SRI 4 RIH ^qfsfwr 
3TRRT RRSI^RR Tt^ 3RR srfsfWT SgS "dsf f^RJT SSfl f , 
SR RRT S^tftxR ^t R f g l /^4 f%Rp.^F Sgf #TT/ 
glfflPf* #RT TgWfT faRPT SRT SRStflTH S7t RIgT SSI IsST. 
■aR^*g"RS RTSTRSRISF Wf STRIIVSTSITTRIT 1^ 

%m sitst srrgss sritMs^ t strst 3ifsfds> ttsrr 

3FRST RIST f^RRPT mfRSRR ^ 4<RWf SR^ Pl^tRa fSTST 
RTXpI I 

u. sf^ RRstftrss ^Rlt sipf ^ %q; sftsi ^sr 
3TRRT #Rr ^5Rr 4N ^ TtSt^S ^tS ^ SPR RR^S SRST 

Rigsr ♦, st s^ sn^ais, ^sfts ssns ^psi, TftRT ^sr xp 
^RT SR, *p4WT-l % 3nRT^st gtxft 3?ft XJ^RTt 

sit *pi-Tpr ^ %n r^s r^K stsr I 

19. w arflyTp ST ^ R^t st^ s?t srftxgr ^ sffssr shr 
XR 5 S^SSTSf ^R stm SRT 37TgSS; ^SITS 

TftST^psrXp^STSR, ^q fr f g R -1 Sit 
gtST I 3S^RS ^?(tS SS7IS X?pSi, RtRT ^pS) xp* ^ST SR, 
^I#TfTR-l Sit Sit <W)fS4H Sit SIS# RPT^ Sit RTS! SR^ 
I^S S!RR SSl4 ^ SIS I^FSft *ft RRS gR Sit XSlftS 

sr^ sn sifssiR stsr 1 

20. SRStf^SS SRI ^tsr ^JSSI ^SI-stTS ^ %xr sfss 
S<R XR sf^S SITSfes SftTR WIR SRISI StOI f^RI^ SUSfcTS 
S^tfST SfgS RSR ^ S#S RRH 4H<r1«R gt I 
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5RI W7I* cR> W$Z a^RHT^ 
T^h 1W» '5RT <?>T<R r<i«t»c(<l 3JftTR 
T ^ ^ql«^a $t>4 i '3ifv, < ii l 

m 'tftm ^ ^ -m$ 3 

^T3fS^ W^HT^nr I 

[*ft U vm( 40 ) l/W^-I/2006] 

3TT^T 

hubaneswar, the 23rd March, 2007 

1 No. 3/2007-Gist (MT.)fMiiibatneswar, Dated 
Issued under Section 45 of tbe Customs Act, 
ointment of Custodiaii of the Single Point 
ank FarmaadABOQffiotrd 48" OD Pipelines 
adeep for iinlnirlfcig<»fim;x»rted crude 

petraknnpp«bd& 

1691.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
lerSection 45( I) of the Customs Act 1962 (52 
rongmang Hoakip, Commissioner of Central 
jms and Service Tax, Bhubanauwar-I, Orissa 
)int M/s., Indian Oil Corporation Limited 
vision, Pnrndnep-Haladia Crude Oil Pipeline 
ideep to beihe custodian of the Single Point 
nk Farm and Associated 48" OD Pipelines at 
notified und^r section 8(a) vide Notification 
:N;T) BHUBANESWAR, dated 23-03-2007 for 
impoitodC nKiefxt troleom products until these 
for home consumption or exported or are 
, or transshipped in accordance with the 
3f the said Act, subject to the following 

itodian of the goods meant for import and 
ort would be required to comply with the 
visions of section 45(2) of the Customs Act, 
►2 as well as Rules & Regulations and 
ructions issued from time to time in this regard. 

> custodian shall be responsible for proper 
eipt, handling, storage, and shall be 
Duntable for the loss of imported goods after 
ling and before clearance as well as the goods 
mt for export/transshipment. They shall also 
ntain proper record of all such goods including 
record of goods which are cleared with the 
mission of the Customs Department or 
>osedof under Section 48 of the Customs Act, 

2 or otherwise. 

ny imported/export/transshipment goods are 
ered or lost after unloading in the Customs 
l while in custody of the custodian, then in 
ns of provisions of section 45(3) of the 
toms Act, 1962 they shall be liable to pay such 
i on such pilfered goods, 
iraported/cxtort/transshipment goods, which 
not cleared for home consumption or 
ehousing or exported/transshipped within 30 


days of unloading thereof or within such further 
time period as the proper officer may allow; or the 
imported goods to which importer relinquishes 
his title as provided in Section 23(2) of the 
Customs Act, 1962, such goods shall not be sold 
under the provisions of Section 48 of the Customs 
Act, 1962, by the custodian without obtaining 
permission from the proper officer of Customs. 

5. The custodian shall provide safe, secure and 
spacious place for loading/unloading/storing of 
the cargo. 

6. The custodian shall provide sufficient modern 
handling equipment in operation condition for 
handling the cargo in the notified area. 

7. No alteration of the plan in the SPM, tanks etc. 
shall be made without the concurrence of the 
Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I. 

8. Insurance of all goods held on the SPM, Tanks 
and the said pipelines shall be made by the 
custodian. 

9. The custodian shall abide by all the rules, 
regulations under the Customs Act. 

10. For proper discharge of duties, the Custodian shall 
execute bond in proper form either by one to the 
Directors or Managing Director of the Board or 
any particular Officer authorized by the Managing 
Director to sign the Bond on his behalf by way of 
a power of Attorney equal to the value of goods 
likely to be stored in the premises for a period of 
thirty days. As and when the volume of work 
handled increases, the Custodian will himself 
furnish bond equal to the increase in value. The 
Custodian will also furnish the required Bank 
Guarantee/Cash Deposit whenever demanded by 
the Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswer-I on getting 
clarification in the matter. 

11. Security of the said SPM, Tank Farm and 
associated pipelines (Customs area) shall be the 
responsibility of the custodian subject to the prior 
approved from the Commissioner of Central Excise, 
Customs & Service Tax, Bhabaneswar-I. The cost 
of the security has to be borne by the custodian. 

12. The custodian shall provide free furnished office 
space for the Customs Department at place of 
clearance. 

13. The custodian shall bear the establishment 
charges of the Customs staff posted for the said 
SPM, Tank Farm and associated piplines. The . 
Assistant/Deputy Commissioner, Customs, 
Paradeep shall decide the staff which is required 
to be posted considering the work load at jetty. 
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14. Residential accommodation for the Customs staff 
posted in the area shall also be provided for by 
the custodian, wherever requisitioned by the 
Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I. 

15. Free suitable transport from the nearest railway 
head or suitable point shall be provided for the 
Customs staff by the custodian. 

16. The custodian shall make adequate arrangements 
for sanitary facilities, water supply and other allied 
facilities, including canteen facilities, for the 
officers working in the area. 

17. Custodian shallfcot charge any rent/demurrage 
on the goods retained by the Customs Department 
under die Customs Act or any other Act for the 
time being in force. However, - the Customs 
department shall pay the rent to the custodian 
after the ownership of the goods vests in the 
Government after confiscations. The rate of 
rent for such goods shall be fixed by the 
Commissioner in consultation with CFWD or local 
Revenue or Rent Control Authorities. 

18. In case of die Custodian wants to sublet any of 
the functions inside the Customs area or 
connected with the Customs area, the saine 
should be done with prior approval of the 
Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I, and the Custodian 
shall remain responsible for the omissions and 
commissions ofthesaidagency. 

19. Durations of appoifUraeot shall initially remain 
valid up to 5 yeats from the datb of issue of this 
Notification mid subject to the satisfaction of the 
Commissioner of Central Excise, Customs & 
Service Tax, Bhubaneswar-I. Commissioner of 
Central Excise; Customs & Service Tax, 
Bhubaneswerrl shall have die right tatenpinate 
the appointment at any time after assigning 
specific reasons for the Custodian to explain his 
case. 

20. The Custodian shall provide a suitable office 
premises atproperptacefor Customs Check post 

office furniture. 

21. The Custodian shall be liable to pay Merchant 
Overtime to Customs till the post of the officers 
are sanctioned on cost recovery basis by the 
Customs Department. 

22. The Custodian shall construct compound wall 
barbed wire fencing covering die whole part of 
the Customs areii. 

[C.No, VID (40) 1/Cus/B-1/2006] 
T. HAGKEP, Commissioner 


"SPTJC, 29 Mr 2007 

01/2007^08 

W.3ff, f*W, 19622 ^ ^ 

1961(1961 *»T 4331) «TRT 

10 ^ ( 23lft) ^TOTCT (yv) ^STCT TOT m 

utibr ^ apgSPT, fWvi 

M 2008-09 rtf 3IFt ^ ^ ^ * ‘iTOTT 

11 ... ,. r : 

for , 1962 2 

mt xi3#f mm m\ Ww io ^ ^tsiug 

(23 Ho (vi) afrTTflWHf ^ ^ i 

(vi)/07-08] 
urp. ift. mm 3q$m 

OFFICE GFTHE CHffiF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME TAX 
Jaipur, the 29th May, 2007 
No.ttrtW*4g 

S, O. 1692.—In exereise of the powers conferred 
by sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) pf Seetiop 10 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1 §61) read with rulo2C A of the 
Inoome-tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of Income- 
tax, Jaipur hereby approves “Birla Institute of Technology 
& Science, Pilani” for the purpose of said Section for the 
A. Y. 2008-09 and onwards. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clasue (23C) of 
Section 10 of die Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2CA 
of die Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

fifocemjPR/cn^i^coofo 
'S.C.KlAPIL, Chief Commisssiotier of Income-tax 

^1^,28^,2007 

mm. t693.-B#Gin^T 1m to 

fam ma i f*> ^ mm mm PHmwrfl, 

1962 ('^Wl 3» ^FW S3 afo 53 $ TO3 

mm wfa fc m , mi arfaffflm) ^ 35 ^ 

TOITO ( 1 )( ii) ^ 1-4-2003 

-fra, 'spsrf’spt f-fMRflfSto 

(i) ^ TOT TlftT TO ^3TtfTO> 

3T3*fdR ^ 1TO$1TOn 3^5*11 ; 

(ii) wm mm 
•wifad «nif 
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ftfariFTOT wft-Tsmn t#tt 3*n 

m 288 3ft 33 m (2) 

i wn a# 333 3tM^r 3ft «rra 139 3 ft 

rcr (1) # 3f?prf?r 333 l3333t TTSJrT 3P3 3ft 
i trrf«T 33? l£4 #SI4>I<. 6Kll3fa3d 71c4lftd 33 
flfcr #3T 3^33 trite t? #f | p33)K TTate 
33^93 37STOT 3333* f3^fl<*> ^fft 3rg<T 
f I 

* $wFn> ^ 3T3T 3H 33T TFJ9tT 

33 3fm fNT9 T&S sfa. 44$%1 #§jT itft«T 
3» 733 #3? ^jlV BTO fa&FFT 7MlP4d 
°F 3>t UfinWSp 3#TT I 

HTOTT 3* 3f3%9 3lfar 1* M 3$ 31$#^ 

cmw 1 * <r*-%3r»* (iii) 3 ^ fw r fera #31 
?t 3!^ rst3T; 3T«Wn 

^ Enfold dfW 

WI 3*tVT frlte*9*$! 9*f T#TTT; 3T33T 
J3T9> 1 ^■ 39 -^rarcr (iv) jsf fofera juft* 
# f#; 3T3T 33 3^33 3FT 3)1 3TC3T 
3T3 1*^3# 3*13; 3TO9T 

w <H 3^311 33*f 3*31 33 3* ^ 3 T 3T33T 
3FJ7T3H 3>T*f 3ft 3TT3^ 3tff 3I3T 3ITPTT; 
39T 

FT f933T3# ^ ft33 53 3?fc 53 ^ 7TTO 3f33 
FT 3tftTfWT 3ft 3?3 35 3)t 73313 (1) H 
® (ii) 3> 9193141 3t 3ig?R 3^f #n 33T 
T33WT 3^3*31 1 

3. 99/2007/3)1. 3. 203/35/2005-3n.3T.fr.'-II] 

RAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 
ew Delhi, the 28th March, 2007 
69a—it is hereby notified for general 
at the organization Zhandu Foundation for 
Mumbai has been approved by the Central 
for the purpose of clause (ii) of 
) of Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 
d with Rules 5C and 5D of the Income-tax 
aid rules), with effect from 1 -4-2003 in the 
her Institution', partly engaged in research 
ect to the following condition, namely: 
urns paid to the approved organization shall 
lized for scientific research; 
approved organization shall carry out 
ific research through its faculty members or 
rolled students; 


(Hi) The approved organization shall maintain books 
of accounts and get such books audited by an 
accountant as defined in the explanation to sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and 
furnish the report of such audit duly signed and 
verified by such accountant to the Commissioner 
of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having 
jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of 
furnishing the return of income under 
sub-section (1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The organization shall maintain a separate 
Statement of donations received and amounts 
applied for scientific research and a copy of such 
statement duly certified by the auditor shall 
accompany the report of audit referred to above; 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved organization : 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in 
sub-paragraph (i i i) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub- 

. paragraph (iii) of paragraph 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for scientific research 
referred to in sub-paragaph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or is 
research activities are not found to be genuine; 
or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act read with rules 5C and 
SDofthe said Rules. 

[Notification No. 99/2007/F. No. 203/35/2005/ITA-II] 
RENU JAUHRI, Director 

3$ %Rt, 28 *nf, 2007 

(3333*) 

’«r.3ir. 1694.-3333* 1961 (1961 33 

43) 3ft 3*T 10 3f 73TS (233) ^ 44<sU5 (iv) 5RT 333 
3iT 3#T 3*t 7*337 (3^SHT 3F 3?fi*2f33 

3Ht?ft $ % 4 ‘ '4fo<u«u?ii 3T3 %HPT #4)f<3<rJ 33J337” 

(5^3K“3^ m 3)FT33T t) 3ft #7 3 f3*ft 5*1 
3I3T 3ft 3^ 3^ 333 3T3f 3^ 3T«33t3 T# oqflRT 

3=ft 3^ 333 3 nfm 3ff 3>t #3^; 

(9?) 7*31 333ft 333 33 ^#3TR 3T33T 333ft 333 
33 5^HKrl 3T73 ^ Rrf^ '37T33 73333 1 J#jf3T 
33T 3333331 ^3 ^ %3 3#ft 

3333TT 3ft 3^ 133T '3H 313^ «TBf 
Wft 33JT HffrnrT ^ 3lf33T 3TT3 1 3T^T, 2002 
3it 31373# 3T3T3;'^ 3ft 3^ W$\ 333 ^ ' 

7T333 3?t TTfTT ^ 3^F Vlftm ^ 3qf33T 3ft 
%7ft «ft f#^T 3T3 3^ ^ 3Tf335- 
#ft3TfF3;; 






[VFTII-^TO 3<ii)] 


3763 


W TO TOTO : ^ 16, 26, 1929 


(^0 to: fotrf<u| to? 3 tott to! 

ftrtft *ft arofft tifr 4 tb tot 11 
(5) 3 W¥$*»i fTO& ijpr aww ^r ^ 
SlftW* AWW flfttoT ^ ffcR ipfttiff ^ <3r*T*ft 
fafa TOffro «nft : afr'TOi ^f 

mro tot argrftra 3fciror ^ f*ro> to 

^ a t» a ft - n — . a# ..v. *i 

IWUfi wlf TOftTTOTOT TO W» ; 

ft*n, •sft ffc to^to ^ w Bm tot aftaro^ 
to to 1% 1m 4>kNk i(m ^ ’sqf&if *ft 
*snt^r *j> tjrtPwt ’flff ft TOT ^ 4>KltiK 

tfro 3 *xm $ iim -gpronj ^ tsR to# 
tf; 

W 3lT«Tai^ 1961 

3?^t amr ftuftrci TO 3 arcwt 

nrfaroft ^ wm w TOfy 
(TO -^«it ^ t%TEfz=r -afft f%«iflT -^T 4^c 

hR«**i(W TOR TOfrNNft} TOW #4 <rTO ^ 

(TO ^nfftr mi 288 fft ~toi (2) TO^N smites 
3 fTO? TOT t, r #WR ftlRft d«W»U 

SRT 3TT% TOTflf ^ ^S(H ^5fTQrrft TOT 3*m 
fit Rwifl ^ tot irapTOtit i’fcft TOr 
fft fate, fafar siroif srt fftftro 

?wimRd to tottFr to fftfar fan* to tot 
^sl^in too f»T ?m frtnr i 

2 . *!f Sjfa^HT 3 ?k 3 TOT ^ OTTOTU? 

^ t ^fHt *T ft? TO TO ^ TOTOmf SRI TUfa 
3TTOT 3TO TO 1 TO*IT fft fRI^r 3TTOT TOTto TOT TO^ 
37TTOR 3TfVf?TTO, 1961 rfr WWf # 3f$m '^TOT TO ^ 

fan tofit i 

3. TO 3#RJTOT TO ft#l fa 2007-08 TO tifa 
w^fWti 

4. 3lflRJTOI fit wm: $ SRT 

^ii fw?n t ^ itwsHvm tot ftr irwr ^ fifrosfin^ 
t «wro fft froiT sifn^f ^ fn«ft awm^ ft 

TRTf fsRTOT -an TfT t ftpit TO ft «fftr 

Tjfro t^rm tot «n i 

[STftRJTOTt. 181/2007/ro. t. 197/33/2007-3TW^ft.'I] 

^tTOF TOf, 3TTO Trfro 
New Delhi, the 28th May, 200* 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1694.—In exercise of powers conferred by the 
sub-clause (iv) of the Clause (23C) of Section lOof the Income 
tax Act. 1961 (43 of 1961), the Centtil Government hereby 
notifies that any income received by any person on behalf of 
“Jallianwala Bagh National Memorial Trust, Amritsar" 


(hereinafter the “hutitotioa’’) shall not be included in die 
total income of such person subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(a) the Institution will apply its income, or 
accumulate for application, wholly and 
excfustVely to die Objects for which it is 
estaWished ai^hracttse where more than fifteen 
percent of its inocHTie is accumulated on or after 
the lst ; 4ay. of Aprils 2002, the period of the 
accumulation of the amount exceeding fifteen 
pee rent of its income shall in no case exceed 
five yean; ‘ 

(b) the Institution will not invest qr deposit its fund 
(other titan voluntary contributions received and 
maintained in the form Of jewellery, fttmiture, 
etc.) for any period during the previous years 
relevant to the Assessment yesrs mentioned 
above otherwise than in anyone or mcne of .the 
forms or modes specified in Sub-section (5) of 
the Section 11; 

(c) this notification will not apply in relation to any 
incolre being pirbfits and gains of business, 
unless the business is incidental to the 
attainment of the otypctivat of the institution 
and sq»rate books of account are maintained 
in respect of such business; 

(d) the Institution will regularly file its return of 
income before the Income tax authority in 
accordance with the provisions of the Income 
tax Act. 1961; 

(e) that in the event of dissolution of the Institution, 
its Surplus and the assets will be given to an 
organization with similar objectives. 

(f) The Institute wi&get its accounts audited by an 
accountant as deftnod in Explanation below sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 288 and furnish along with 
the return of Income. The report of such audit in 
the prescribc d ferm duly signed and verified by 
such accountaat- aod setting forth such 
particulars as may be prescribed. 

2. This notification is apfrfidah& oniy to the recipients 

of income on behalf of the Institution and not to any other 
receiptor income of suchr^qyiptopii Taxahility or, otherwise 
of the income of the Institution would be separately 
considered as per die prbvision^of the Income tax Act. 
1961. , ^ • . 

3. This notification is applicable for Assessment Year 
2007-08 and onwards. 

4. lire above notification is liable to be rescinded by 
the Central Government, if ft is subsequently found that 
the activities of the Institution are not genuine or if they 
are not carried out in accordance with all or any of the 
conditions subject to whidi if was notified. 

[Notfficati»No. I81/2007/F. No, 197/33/2007-ITA-I} 
DEERAK OARa Under Secy. 
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M 30 2007 

(amcRKt) 

w. 1695 .—'zmm arfaPm, 1961 (1961 43) ^80*^ 

1 37^t, 1997 3^FteTfl*n 131^,2002^ 

tft 193 (3?) t^w30^, 1999 1 stfa, 1997 3^#** tot 31 

nr'anfr354( ar) ^ ^ w ttwt, qiP^M 3 ?It ( aftsitPw iffii atoirntfi 

SRT ^teMtaTOTqtNtoff fafar aflr 3rfv^T t; 

: >4**f*f* "forf <i4ww T?te j i$ *mmRvh %, fad* 

102 005 4f i, ifortfst (v?m.) tfcrj*, f^rr-sfa^, TF3R*IH-328 027 ^ ^ 3i1fcilfi|* **03? ^>T ^FFTCT "3>T TFT % 

^ arftrcjrRT •$ srjarsr 4 affcriHflM fwi 3 fawft i; ar#r <r*n wm^ ^ 
2006 15/121/2005-3^ 'it ^ 3T^TTf^T W 3T^ftfFF t^TT t; 

! "3TO4»t «ITTT 80 FT *F elft - 3 T n?RT (4) «£ TO (iii) 5TTT ITT^T Xnfrl ^7T^ *U*K 

to (iii) xfr » ' 4i3Hi * j 4«IPw> iref xfr -3 Arrrf inwh t& %, 

ar^ftERTT^' iraifsra fans ^ t£ 'a^r^ram ^ arfV^frw ^tt# $ 1 

3Fpf*l 

f^r ^tt fttct ^ ^rrrf <wwn t& ssf^d £*TdM4fa ttf %, *rtjt sin 3fl*iiPi* W 

% a q Hfc* to ftrei $ 1 

f^’SWTW’FW : TF»TRTB T& j gftyre i T& 

*RT T*TR : !Tt«T^f2T (W-) f^TT-^^T, THTTSTR 

TO? ^TT frmt : 871561.92 ^iftHT 


«i>l4<t><niH: 



3^PT 


&ti 'it Tfffccn ^ ttt*t mUfa ^FPf^rm ^tt 


Tp 3TT^ Tfr TTfFFT fq c r\ u i 


*Vi*i TTHF $Wt 













[TOTII-mh? 3(ii)] TOflTOTOm ;^M6, 2007/5^26, 1929 3765 

"r— lt ~ L ‘ - ' "* “ T ' 1 . ■ • * ■ ■ — " r ‘ " ‘ 1 ... -» ; . ■■>.*«■ — i i . — ' 1 . 

3. rttot INto •$' m {mrtws*(t , wraFjjS tot sftNsr, tot *#TOr ^wt, tfatsfa %ro>, faga 

TO’ faron, tot 3rt ^fNrq; ^ atoitfNr toNmtto rftot toNt $ IcTT^ $ ^rt drffr f fore; ■$ 

fNfarta to "st^to ^1 

4. INtm 1 3t^t, 2002 ^ mm 354 (ar) ^ 6 ^ 2 v $wm> car) 3 ftf^e ^ totot ( 2 ) 

ifRjrfNr srof fmft 3$teifaw> ftRftro a&gHN> Nto 50% 3 arfNr %ror 1 to H4Nh i 4 

fNft sto^ to sipi^Tjn^i as^sw TOMTOTf^mNC^ t1 

5. a*Trom> aR^NflN^f Wrft 1N^ TON^^?RTl^ft TOHrfrNr srror afffNr#fN?r 
*rofa ItN 3 ttot tot wn Am!) mj5 ^ armfcr *> 1 $ srfNror «ft mfNr I, # irffr ^ tot afirotaif ^ 
3T^TR TOFT ^ INfr I 

6. TO aflrfV^lHT ^ % 1 (vii) 3 fa W<4 TOS4T ^ ^ 4frn)Pw> 4W> r $ TOlftm ift ^ TOTOT TO 3tf*#TTO 

•$ 3TO»f!T m torttim ^ wti 11 

7. 3rof 4j-4K*»i-t iwwte to ^t^fz to#*h %., wf$t to mrfa ^ ^pt afoPw mtf to tot?h 

■aii^ x#it INr TOfa ^ arom arfaPm, 1961 w«o if ^r^ftTOmr (4) ^ws (iti) # ^hfIw : wr %t» 1 1 

8. ^TO^a^«)fN^^mTO^^TO3»^RJTO!^N 1 (xi) fafa^TOTO^ toINto ftart 

totor arfaftro, 1961 ^*t (iti) ^ tot# wr ttot ^ 2002 ^ 

mnf?r tot aflryflTO tito m’Tf ar^ftiRT j 

9. TO STJjN^ 3T^tr TOTUTOT 3&T ^TOTOR ^2 NfWflfe N f^fiSS^ l^f., TOJC T^Pft 

3T^TOT INft ”9ff?!ftfTO '^"ftfUt ITO* ift fN^TO I^IT, ^ 

(i) 3NTO TO 3TWR m ^ RWR 5RT 3T5*Tt^T WT f^TT TOT t, ^f TOM ^M/^TO T aTTOT N?TTO 
TOTOTO^TOT^^Tn*^ I 

(ii) TOTOff af^lfN RrlW. 3lf^TO fNft 3RT TOTOT ^ TOT4jf TO ^tit ' tf^H f^ B41 TOT 

it 

10 . ^^TOfTOTOB^TOft^NTO^NTO^^TO^f^^,TO^<TOf^mTOTOMfTO?TO) aftatfNr 

W to ittor alk sIro^t ^ toto? (stNi, ^mM totot) N*n # aNfflrorf 3 t?W to^to 

TOTMTO ^ TORTOMf afo TOTOT ^ 'Pwiftd TOR ^ TJ^T ^ WH 4gtfN TOWff l HfNMR, a^gtfNr ?ftft 
a^TONINm.TOftn rto, ^ '3w<ffl«di m -itoi tfgm tot ^ ^fN i 

11. TO 3Tf^RJTOT 3 dfttlftHd *J?f ^ TO«T-TO«I 3fHptfN TOff TON, 2002 #TO^TO TO TOf TO 3RTOR TO 3Wfv 

^^IrolNr mMTOfir^lN^I^TOTO^^ 3rof?r t?to tttm ^ 11 ^ <H4> ' H to^w Nmro ^ Rroft 
t -qft H4 iwh toP^toi iq<rm4e to TO^g^fe mrftroT fa, TOy 4tAfiw> m f , 2002 ^forfro ymf arror to 

atrf^q^TO ift ^i?f ^ a^TOR^f aromr tom $ t 

12. ^mroR^ 313*?^#INn^ro toft^ f tot« tNNN ft tow?^ iGm4mwtm smM# 

to toNm 1 to aromr ^tot, atlhsilfNr toi» ^ tot Nr t 

JSTf^BRT^. 182/2007^.^. 178/68/2007-mTOfl-!] 

#WN, ®MRRfN 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
4 ONGCBffi-TAX) 

S.O. 1695.—Whaeas the CenlnJ Government in exetcise of the powers co«feriwlby'Otease(iri>of sotvsectkm(4) 
of Section 80-LA. of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 196 !) (hereinafter referred t04u* thie'S«jd Act), has ft«ncd and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in die Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and ftomotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for foe period 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide warterS,©. 354(E) dated the 
1 st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending 0* die 31st d^ of March, 2006; 


2646 Gl/07—2 
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And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office atJJdyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302 005 is developing a Growth Centre at Growth Centre (Ext.) Dholpur, 
District-Dholpur, Rajasthan-328 027; 


J And whereas the Central Government has approved (he said Growth Centre vide Ministry of Commerce and 
tter No. 15/121/2005-ID dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
i; 

lilow, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-1A of the said 
Act, the (jentral Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajakthan State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes ^>f the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

'J'he terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting ug©f 


I. (i) N^me of the Industrial Undertaking 

i 

1 

: Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 
Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Prpposed location 

1 

: Growth Centre (Ext.) Dholpur, 

District-Dholpur, Rajasthan-328027 

(iii) Ai)ea of Growth Centre 

(iv) Proposed activities 

: 871561.92 Square Meters 

Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 

NIC Code 

Description 

S. No. Section Division Group Class 

A : 2&3 — — — 

- —-- — --- ■ —» ** . 

Manufacturing 

(v) Percentage of allocable 
ar<ta earmarked for 

Industrial use 

: 91.65% 

(vi) Percentage of allocable 
aria earmarked for 

: 8.35% 

commercial use 


(vii) M|nimum number of industrial units 

: 12 Units 

(viii) TcjtaJ investments proposed 
(Ajnount in Rupees) 

: 1347.96 lakhs 

Ox) Investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

: Nil 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Apiount in Rupees) 

: 906.08 lakhs 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Groth Centre 

: 31-03-2006 


2t The minimum investment on infrastructure development in a Growth Centre shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of a Growth Centre which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for (jommon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4, No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(f) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of a Growth£entre. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 


i 
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5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-reside* Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6 . Hie tax benefits under the Act can he availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii)ofthis 
Notification, are located in the Growth Centre. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. to . 
operate the Growth Centre during theperiod.in which the benefits under clause (iii) of subsection (4) of Section 80-IA o 
the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8 In case the commencement of the Growth Centre is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi)of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan Stole Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

CO the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
infonnation/mishiformation or some material information has not%een provided in it. 


(ii) it is foj^the location of the Growth Centre for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the Growth Centre (i.e., transferor undertaking) to andtier undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat tor 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along wi a copy o 
the agreement executed between die transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11 . The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Sdieme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development-& Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12 Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government of detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Growth Centre. 

{Notification No. 182/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


ftp#, 30 at 2007 


OmMr) 

W.OT. 1696.-^rf*F OTTW7KfUPpW 1*61 0*51*143) 

1 afcl, l997rt^rt*TIWI31 vM,2002 

udaaraiartairtt^iartrtlWrtWTaaai 193(a) ftrt* 30 art,I999tf*frta*ni ate, 1997^ 
art, 2006 rttiiaiat anrt*ftm*wm m. 354(a) rt art? ana «fN*a art «ih Ware* 

atnrt rtaia) aft afaqaaiait sro rtt art* ftftaafa^faa rtt t; 

rtR 44ft. fr rt TOnnite »M* i rtwi »w)w aaa, fiw* 

art, aay-302005 rt t, iilijw (frtftfc) art artlt, rtai-artft, wsr*ih- 341 ooi rt a* art rt*w 

«FT TfT 

sfc ^ wxk * anfoqywi ^ aqfr-3 1m afatrc fj* wfc $ 

06-12-2006 ^ ^ 15/139/2005—^ 

am vritam m so n * (4) * (Hi) m ^^ **** 

(Hi) * ^ ^ ^ % ' 
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1. (0 afWtfjw 

(ii) 

| 

(iii) ifr? ^>t sfatflST 

(iv) 3>f4*hm : 


: li«wqR V*Z ?sf^q<ri lt<=r?m<d 
^F Tf^R % 

: ^eft^qd (fP#R) Tlfa ifez ^rik, 
T^c^j— ti'^iwm-341001 
: 87.10 


T35 3n^ Tft flTeai ^ TTT«I sfejtfw cbl4«+)HIM 3>T 




f^n 




3*%m 


mim 




M 


«F 


! 2 TSraf 3 


fafHMWl 


(v) aHiulpjk* 



93.68% 


4.32% 


24 

271.67 ?m 

246.31 ?m 


(nfr? w?; 3) 

■ a^Vl ^ %T f^ffo T^TH ^ 

:*) 

(x) ^^^V4^irH=t> fq<wn ^ 34^tTlf5|<+j 4» 

fM% WT TTTfiw f (Trfrr wr 3) 

(xj) a^wlPil) 3i3f ^ 3n*tr 3ft TOnferT fafa : 31-03-2006 

LT^1** *■* *'*V** ^Www’* »** VT *r it* I %t sta fe 4 

W "* 3 H^.j ft ffr mTO **r». * HP#ijf ahsfe* •rot * ftgfw ^ ^ <=im *fisa Sro apwrem m 

^ wn^RT rim ^ 60% ^ 3v*T wf #n | 

__ 3 ; ^T -1 1 l * w "" * ^ ^ ^).to sfafo, tfra *m yfcR qfem, ftm 

S r Jl T! 3 ^ ™** ^ * l 4 * wij *3 ^wFt into * ftro f # W* 

.r_r— 4 ’i fi 1 ^ * l W ' 354 (3T) * 6 * ^ W * <nftm * wr ( 2 ) <f 

r so* lifts iff usnfc*mf 

. r 5 ’ ^iWWWi# ?#I # sra ft&ft nm ft% aw Siftm# w^f^, 3,^, 

3T5FK a^TT 3 (%3T I 

6. wjwfiHpRT^ifcu 
3=?^ wi erm|3iF<T it f 1 

' r- 7 ' WH<4te jq, "‘ l ‘ fc ^ fa. 3>qfa ^ Tftt, Hx ^T mm ^riV 

^ftmaraftjiflfawwTaftfSTO, 1961 ^^T8o?^^^ra(4)*Tss(m)^3RPfa^mfw?^f J 
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irniamm 16, 2007/5^8 26,1929 

8. 1 (xi) f%f^8K^^ 

strpitt a rfM E nw , i%i if) mu 80if ift itort 4 (Hi) ^ afcrbr w? to*## Hit &t&m W #*# 2002 # 

SRifa HT ar^q^TflRT TOT l^TT I 

9. 1* arfte R it wtt #* ^Rf TTte WH #z #*w#fe w Ftofe ' miM^fw %, ■ara^ ^fr 

DM4K ^TMft 

(i) 3T#H ^ 1^ 3TTC1T IT #5 IT*TT 5RT 9R=P^=T Wf Ifc* I* f, #I*m qiWqjriti 3PWT UfoW 
d<wiM<4> TJ^RT I # if # I 

(ii) u 'an #1 ^fer #1 aiiftifa ig t farr^ 3T3*itei fb># sfi iwt # m t^wtitTO'fairnr ii 

10. ifc A«*( <i^wti #2 ^q<ns4c T^I s^wTe fH, (-SI*rf^ <H^HU|%flf TfURI)#*rrfer 

m^kh ata ar^w^ fa# tpopi (amf^aEifaftiiwi) # gmtofa it afarm*# afa a wfa fi 4 M*j#t mm<u? 

# atariwtf sfc a#M -3W? # #1 faurfar w lit sft # rw 4ri > Pwt Tnww «faww , 

fblW, 'Snot*! HI, 1$ tWfl-1 1 ift dlWlHwiI WWH Tjffe TriJH FI ^ T|fW *# I * 

11. ITT arfSRj^ir ^f dftwRlH Itef # TTTO-TIW 4H#Pw» ifa T#* 2002 3 mflra HU# H SnyiKFT ITT 3W0? 

^ ^TR 1%IT^ITfip^ IR ^ afiMl I!W 1TR! 1^ ^ f 1 ^ 3?5*to ^ ^TW ^ 

$ ifl ^TTTf <I'JJW11 J&Z iztitym ‘SlTtfrife #T ?#T3te *I#IM %, I#JT llkiRw ifa T#Nf, 2002 3 fafel Wlf 3?HT *T? 

arfarjHT #t fa# # itf # a r ^ tnai 3 ^ tut i 1 

12. #=5 TTTOTTT # affg#?R it fan yU*i WT 3 fall HI #f # Will 3RWT lfa«T 3 W IWR 3WU fa# #T? 
tt«i nr *# 3 3n#fa *t aronR tut, #1 3zr # srjRtu nt srite m 1 

[3Tf^*rrf. 183/2007/91. TT. 178/68/2007-ai.n. ft.-I] 

fnif, 3WTTTf^i 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 20d 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1696.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of thepowers conferred by clause (iii) Qf sub-section 
(4) ofSectkm 80-IAoftheIncoise-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter rebrred to as the said Act), has framed andnotified 
a scheme for mdustrial park, by the notifications of the Government of Iniia in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.0.193®, dated the 3(kh March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March 2002 and vide number S.0.354(E) dated the 
1st day of April* 2002, for the period beginning on die 1st day of April, 1997and ending on the 31st day of Much, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development A Investnent Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing a Grown Centre at Industrial (Split) Grwoth Centre 
ParbatSar, Naganr, District-Napar, Rajaithaa-341001; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said GroWfc Centre vide Ministry of Commerce and 
•Industry letter No. 15/139/MG5~IDdated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and cindithms mentioned in the&nnexure to this 
notification; 

Now, theeefore, Hi exercise of die powers conferred by clause (iii)of sib-s©etk»(4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, die Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, bring devriopri and bemg mrintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthsn State Industrial Development & Investment Corporatiop Limied, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The toms and conditkms on which the approval of the Government ofJndia has been accorded for setting up of 
a Growth Centre by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Inveshnent Coiporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking : Rijasdun State Industrial Devriopment & 

Investment Corporation Limited. 

(ii) Proposed location : IndustriU (Split) Growth Centro Parbatsar, 

Nagaur.Disnict-Nagaur, Rajasthan-341001 
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(Hi) Area of Industrial Park : 87.10 acre 

(iv) Proposejd activities 

Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


NIC Cock Description 


ection _ Division Group '_ Class 

&3_—_— — Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 93.68% 

narked for 
il use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 4.32% 

narked for 
rial use 

m number of industrial units : 24 Units 

vestments proposed : 271.67 lakhs 

t in Rupees) 

Ox) Investment on built up space for Industria l use : Nil 

t in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development’including : 246.31 lakhs 
mt on built up space for industrial use 
t in Rupees) 

d date of commencement of the In< lustrial Park : 31 -03-2006 

i minimum investment on infrastru cJure development in a Growth Centre shall not be less than 50% of the 
t. In the case of a Growth Centre which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
e development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 


^structure development shall include, ro ads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
at facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning anfl such other facilities 
on use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

single unit referred to in column ([2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S .0.354(E) 
.dril, 2002, shall occupy more than ffifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Growth Centre. For this 
leans any separate and distinct emtity for tthe purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

cssary approvals, including that; for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
lent Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
i taken separately as per the pol icy and procedures in force. 

tax benefits undo* the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
located in the Growth Centre. 

. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
vth Centre during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
! 961 are to be availed. 

ase the commencement of thf; Growth Centre is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
s notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
»n 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

he application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
nformation/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

t is for the location of the Growth Centre for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
nother undertaking. 
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10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited* Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the Growth Centre (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking O.e., the transferee 
undertaking), die transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy end Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi* 11 along with a copy of 


f I. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw die above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Devebopment & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. : - 

-12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 


failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate die approval of the Growth Centre. 

[Notification No. ; i83/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I3 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 




^ 30 2007 


•re 


(amwsT) 

1697:awftr anw 1 3ff1961 (1961 * 1 43) C*nri airt sfofrm, w mt i) mi 80 F ^ 

tfi iroi UTmatm) sro toi FffcpffTrata* i sfar, 1997 3 31 2002 

an. 193 (ar)flRfar 30 I 999 ^^imri sifcr, 1997 1^itm 

31 ft*, 2006^Tmrer3rafaan 354( 3 ?)^ Ffoi ms Fifawi ak ’ztfoi mm ?sfc 
aftrawftrforcf t www ftftg q w i hW Mte ijg fa,, t%m\ *w\m firere 

■qrrf, ^Pty-302005 3 ♦, tfcl 1TR1¥R, flSFT-'fF, TP*WR # ^ FI ftlfW FT TW 

afft ^ 313^** ^ a&Hiifhw f^m 3 p#t Ffhw 4 twt aitihi '^fstrswr ifr 

f^TTF 6-12-2006 ^ m TT. 15/107/2005-31^ ^ 3RT*fa ^FcT 3?lulPl4> T TR? f^H 


3W3FT 3ifafomifr FTT 80 F F 1&TWRI (4) ^F3 (ili)FTOTOT FT SRpTFr#^ 7TTFR 

>fff<C,gTO Ffe (iii) F !PfoPn*f TO? F FT’tf TWWR T& i R W F fe FTflfcftt 

fF -gray ^rt m MFHftw fFq Fi-xt.iww Fqpn Ft aifa^forFTF f i 

?Ta tr ms hwr w trrwt tratwn «3 Tsr^pw «q^s*r<i tj^p ^ttoh m, ?rt 3tiwRr 
Tte ^ ^3 3RH ftRPI ♦ t 


i. (i) dteilPi* ’im 

: <WWH 1^3 Xp? 

IS., 

(ii) Mfdlfafl 

; mmt, fiiwr-fy, <i^wh 

-af 

(ai) 3flcii!R# RW) 4NPVBI 

: 62.50 

(iv) TT^nRwi : 

, 

tR 3?r^ Pta ^ ws sfatifcwi 4»i«h*t , RW ^»t pwm 



*F > f^T 'SWPT TPJT 

• m '■ . . ... 

BE 2^‘3 

-.. . , faPwfoi 

(v) 4li)PW> WfPl^ 

f - { 974B%‘ 


OTtefal ^ ^*T Uf^VTcT 
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(vi) 

(vii) stalllji+ 
(viii) UWIflRT 

(ix) . 

(Tiftr 

(x) 

"fenr 

(xi) 3 

2 . 

TO? ^ 3^ 

awfoH F m 


3. 

f^nrjf fj • 

(WW 


4. 

’flRnRstff 

jumw wm 

I 
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297% 

13*jfa2 

1,27,17,000 

1,12,96,000 

31-3-2006 




Tffiwn 

^ (TT% VW, 3) 

^^1 ^ ftffa TR 

*) 

^W!RTf^TT^' 3^5j|p|c+, ^ 

. 31 . 3 .2oo6 

^ ^ ^rm ^ '60% ^ ^ff fpn t 

_ 1 ^’ 2 . 0 02 . ^ ^ 311 354 <*> « * ** ^wro («) * taftae taftasr * wra ( 2 ) * 

»3*(Mf ftnrtf fttaft tatat tata=r * sra tataft w ft^i aw* srftamft qmtar ft** awn 

irJStS ♦, V * :> *'*******”'* ** 1 *' r * 3 * Wlfi,,; ''"* *'***** ***'wwn*'W «Wm 

^* 1 !^r i ' m '" ,e *^ •I^W fti, TO srafV * ^Ft ataftflra.T^f ^ mp, 

^**"H*""'* *"* 5 ^'.>» *> «* ***to*. (4)*^ (in) * ^ m **^TT 

<it^ 8 3I felr',S!r^* 3 ^ #w3rt ^ n,,#% 1 w)*^^*^**^**™^* 

m. f ww 4 < h) * ** m ^ ^ * *« ^ «* **». 2002 * 

3Wiwta1tanii,w*>i’m.-^tawft-n amufil^wi «i Wfl i ^^^^^^ , 

^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ 2002 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ wta, 

^ ™ ^ ^ t ^ ^ ^IZT* S 

rtmm 2 fJtiT 2 f ^ a ' , '"I 4< ^ fe. *ny staMtar to? «tar, 2002 ^ ftfta toT amm W 







ml 




12 . ^ Tfrste ^ * ftmt ^ *ft iMm *m *$m 1 ^it m* m**« 3m 

ct«t ofn <j«v^r<n 3W^?F 3rcp?>5f tchi, hi^ ^ ^ ^ ^r i 

[atfa^nni. 184/2007/^1^.178/68/2007-311^.^.-1] 

■^Mr Tpf, srar 

/ . ... . ' ■ ■ , 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 • 

(BVCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1697.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause Oil) of sub-^tion 


a Scheme for Industrial Park, by the notmcations oi me uuYcimncmui — 7‘ “rT ; „ T 

(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th M ^ h ’ 1 < ? 9 ?’ 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on Ac 31st day of March, 2002 and v*feM&w’ ‘ 

I st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and endmgon the 31 st day of March, 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an industrial Park at Industrial Area Taranagar, 

District-Ojjuru, Rajasthan; 

And whereas the Centra) Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Minishy bf Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/107/2005-ID dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in ttie annexure to this 

notification; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (m) orsuo-secnon ^oixu.u»o^u. — “ 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and bemgmamtained »"<< operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial Park for the 

purposes of the said clause (iti). 

-ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government ot India has Deen accoroeu iur s 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1 (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

(ill Proposed location : Taranagar, Djstrict-Churu, Rajasthan 


(ii) Proposed location 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park 

(iv) Proposed activities: 


62.50Acres 




Section 

2&3 


NIC Code 


Division 


Group 


Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable 

: 97.03% 

area earmarked for 

Industrial use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 

: 197% 

area earmarked for 
commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 

: 13 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 

: 1,27,17,000 

(Amount in Rupees) 

fix) Investment on built up space: for Industrial use 

•: Nil - 

(Amount in Rupees) 



2646 Gi/07—3 
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1,12,96,000 


(x) ] nvestment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space for industrial use - 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) l*roposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 31-3-2006 

. , 2 ‘ The investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 

on infra' fructurl ? ] case ' of 811 ^ustrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
•JL “ m development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 

^1 UJCCl l usi, 

f development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 

afarefoi co^m ^ distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 

as are foi common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

dated the j^rriwIT *° “ “‘“T ( ?’° fthe Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 

dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 

purpose i unit means any separate and distinct entity for the puipose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

Fnr . I 5 ' N t ecess “7 approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 

S ? 0ard ° f I" 8 "" 6 Bank of “‘a or any authority specified under any law for the time being 

in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

Motif,,-* f 5 ’ bei ] ef,ts u UIldertheActcanbeavailedofoni y after ^ number of units indicated in Para I (vii) of this 

Notificat ion, are located in the Industrial Park. 

o Derate tl le ^ dustria J Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 

ri^!::“lu^lTm^av e aS m * he “ Under d “ e <*> of sub - do " «> «* *c*n 80 -IA of 

Para 1 (xi^ofdi^fieZTT^'^^f** is deiayed by more Ihan one ** from the date indicated in 
under snllsection^i^of Secdmi 804A oNhrinc^mrtaxAc^, 0 ^) ^" dUStr ' al Park Scbem e, 2002. for availing benefits 

Limited, ms^nsibfefor & toVea, "“‘ Cm ?° a6ott 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
mtormation/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(u) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
j another undertaking. 

operationL^t^t^fif T ^“ teI " d “ s "' ial Development & Investment Corporation Limited. Jaipur, transfers the 
Sltfn T . Industrial Park (i.e„ transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (Le., the transferee 

Indusrtalfetonce nS S^ TnT intima,e ,0 E "»epreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 

hf ^ f ‘ P ° l,Cy Promo,ion ' ud y°8 Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 

the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

should beld^ dWOn l“ " notif,cation as we “ as I 5086 '"eluded in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 

withdraw fc!i UnnS * e pen0d Wh ' ch benefite under this ^heme are to be availed. The Central Government may 

Jain,n faiU ■„ . appri r a ' n ff W *' . Rajastban Stale Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, faifs to comply with any of the conditions. 

failure ^ 7^ pla " W ' th ° Ut the a PP roval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 

failure on jhe part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 184/2007/p. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I] 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

i ^ , 30 2007 

j (arr^rr) 

njr.w. 1698.—'mstftr <nmr atftiFm, 1961 (1961 *rt 43) Orcf atrt u*t atfafwt, a**r wt) ¥1 uni so n 

tqfcr,1997 fitter <mr 31 rpvj, 2002 
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m\ w?f awfa^fa*TOnm 3H. 193 (3T) 1999 #^ftn TO 1 3#T, 1997% ^ ffc* TO 31. 

m3 ,2006 tow awfa^fcfan TOn ur. an. 354(ar) ^lfotTO?r 4HTO, a^t "astn tf^m (afft 
mf 3T fa4ffHfdff to afaitffa? to? nfr allt'$fa*jM nft f * 

sfo vaHfo TFsTRTFT ^sft^TcT <+IMUvH fa., fTOan <£d <*i<<ta<4'3# T T WT, faci*> 

Tfpf, 31^-302005 t, afajtfw ‘3$, faw-'gfft, TO*IH 3?teftpfa> tfef W fq^rlfl ''*& T?T f; 

afa d4Pt> mw< 3 m arfsrcjror ^ argsfa W afarita twr sfk toT ^ srN qil^q to ■asify h^ictH 3> 
fafafn9-i2-2006 ^nro 15 / 128 / 2005 -^ ^ aRifa allgtfw a^Hlfoi fror i; 

aw tflfan arfaPm ift TO 80 F ^ "S9TO (4) ^"Sfe (iii) TO 3TO TTfawf ^ pta. TOOT 

l^SKI TOT W5 (ill) ^ TOTOf 3?hatf*W ^9 3 faltf W1H *5fapT?T «w4|Wt %, 

TOJt TO faufaft TO Iffllfad fan HIT# TOT «Mirr*i ^ 4|fa4{fafl TOft t 1 

a^pto 

TRffaRIt TOTO>R3faltftRWR^fa.,TO$*SW aWF™^ 

TOafa -sirt wrfani i ; .’""'. :f .;:.^ ,’ y ,"'. t '.. 

1. (i> afaitf*W 4MTO m TO : O^TTOH &fap«t 4*l<rm*lfe T^5 

«t»lHK4rt fa.,. 

00 ymf tRvm : ^5^T afo i tffa fa to*tr 

(iii) '3^hdtf i T^r ■'TWf ^Fn . : 74.00 1 5 a P5 

(iv) "STWlfafl ^l4^»<5T?9 : 


n^ anf ift wfsdi ^ wi a|j«APw °w4*wro mw. , <• ^ ^ 




; ...V . ;.. 

faror v 

, ■ /'. V 



TO ^T 

3*3TOT 

TOn 

•j *LijL " 

9WT 






2nn'3 

_ _ 

r - 

PlfdMfa 



. 


(v) aflsiWW -a^M "% fa^ si«!iPw : 100% 

aw a^ 9 «N ^PT TI ftm 


(vi) Trim $ faH FwfRd l ip 

yPiVM 

(vis) ahy)Pl^> ^fHdf ITOTf : 


(viii) yWiPi<i Pt^i (Tlfa^TR^f) t 161.99 cTPSI 

(ix) aN t fafl •?W > 1 # fail foffo TgfH IT fMfa : Ip 

Cufa^tf) 


(x) ^ fa^yi fa^f aj hsftP wi ' TOfrnfr 
Tcl^ R1W WH 91 WIT W 1HTTO 5 (wW 79^ ^ ) 

(xi) aft« ft fhwg- it# ^ 3ip#4 reqrfq a ftifa 


.-,: 141.58 ^frar 



: 31-03-2006 


2 . faift afaftPnr $ ^<^h i faro ^ ^pre ifaft^Ri ^ 50 % # ^ 7 ^isfa i^h 

^ ^ a? |q> P i 4> ^ 9^1 ^ fan Wm w to itoi t, ^ TOfa afleilPi4> w ^ faifa ^i?f to faro 
aW^R^HT ^pPT ?5*f ifaftTOT wm ~3> ,60% ^ *M4el*H I • 

3. IT^T faura ^f (TOW? nftw)» :«(WIJ4fS: TO tftaH , fa^T 

4c9i4H TOfaror, flidiii^n to faft awi ^fTOn ^ ajiiAPw 4 »i4«b - «i9 toto 4m4Pi W fan ^ ^ ■gtfafaf^ ffa ^ 
faifaftn n^ ^34^ ^ 1 
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_ 4 ‘ ^ |ch 1 3T ^> 20 02 ^T. 3TT. 354 (3?) ^ %«ih» 6 ^ ^WI9> (TST) ~R dlPd°H ^ (2) 3 

^ ^ ^ ^ 8fa TOR Hf^TTTcT 3 f^TT mfcf ^rft | ^ 

TT I 

I ' ' ___ 

3>3W(3RT>i«ftun»ni?n i 

* SRPfa rim TTM Ft 'Wffi t I 

. , \ i ^ fa, «rcy TO arafii $ ^ atefw Tref ^ h^r 

^nf wn arafa if smrar »faPm, 1961 ^ «ro so** toto (4)**fe (iii) ^ 3Rpfcr?imfw(*irt I1 

aro* aifipw, !96i^tHTr80 5t^^^nni4 (iii) ^ 2002 ^ 

3T?m ^pn «p tjfcr zrtfm fWt \ 

J-J 3, T fe *** ;3,n pn & ^ ^iwrtfe in ?*te>k %.»tt 

3^^ Wt TfftffsMI ^ Ft f^u^K F^TT, ^ 


8 . 1 

eft STPT^fT 37$ 
3TtT% ^PTT 3rf* 


(i) |3n^ to fart snw T* it* m^K m kh f^r ^ t ^ w h i /^h i vm\ 

TtjgsfT ^ 7Tf ^ , 

(ii) jw^?T a^f^lrrtf^T^ra^t^r f%^ft ^ ^ xr^ ^ f^n 

it i 

i 

™=? 10- |^ ^TWWHTtei;^giiqciM^T;B^Hfe^^%.,^(31^3RR<iBii|fisqgR) ajypra? 

^;-^. ^ri. 3gwT| J Rft ^ ^ vw i dRd ^ tit 3raT u i d>d[ afe arafeft 

ft* srarrroif afa *MR<n * #g ft»nft<t *t ufo * nm wror *f*pn?ra, sfefe * 
aifeswH wjiij,.<jtiVi JaH!ii)ddi ^ ^-qfttii 

i i. fe afti^n i oftrifag wit ^ qw-*m ajWite ^ wirr. 2002 **nf»ra ^ ?raf *r 3139^=1 to srafe 
<i^iR ^Mdl j<WM4d T<g ^wtTd <fcniRi!H fa, ^ry aNtPry ^ ^, 2002 ^i ftftg toT awgr to 

sim^n m ?r?f ^ im 11 

cfeq ^T ^i)d-i r{ 3fl3s«h ^T ai^yxn ^4l)Pl=b Fl^f ^ S f ^44 ^t «R] j 

[ 3rf%RJ^| u 1 85/2007/W. Tf. 178/68/2007-^.^. f?T. -I ] 

^tw 7 Pf, 3FK 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 

fc S,0 * 0 L^ 98 r^ hereaS ^ Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), his framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on % 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1st day of Apnj, .002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

ff- f n? M/ ^ Ra j asthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 

office at Udyoi Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Hattipura Industrial Area Bundi 
Distnct-Bundi,[Rajasthan; 





Il-’gprg 3(ii>] 


And whereas the Central Government has approved die said Jhdusjrj^l Pqjrk vide Ministry pf Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/128/2005-ID dhted 19-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned injthei anj»*WJ» to. this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the pPwers conferred by clai^ ; (iii^ pf su^.spptipp (4)> of Section 80-IA of th<esaid 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being minified and opiated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the saidolause (iii). jk ; . : - 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government pf India has bl»t?^«?prdcd.tor setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Lunitipd, Jaipur. 


1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, 


(ii) Proposed location 


: Raja^th^n State Industrial Development & 
v Investment Corporation Limited 

: Hajti^wra Industrial Area Bundi, District-Bundi, 
Rajasthan 


(iii) Area of Industrial Park 

(iv) Proposed activities 


: 74.OQAcres 


Section 


Nature of Industrial actievity with NIC code 


NIC Code . . (Jescri] 


Division Group , . Class ith" ■£? 


Mltaufactuftng 


(v) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
Industrial use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units ,>• ; ?91jnits 

(viii) Total investments proposed r . ;v ,: 161.99 lakhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

fix) Investment on built up space for Industrial use : Nfl 

(Amount in Rupees) \ v ' ! • 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 141.58 lakhs 

in vestment on built up space farindustrial use r ^ ^ 

(Amount in Rupees) - V v: v 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 3 MBt20O!6 . .«;»#• 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park sha i IiwrtoB'lteiftteiJi 50% of the 
total project cost In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use^ the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost oftonstructidn 6f irklustrlii space, shift not bfc lelsitSb 60% of the total 

project cost. • • : -' ' ' y - -' ; 1 '"• -l ' '' , 

3. Infrastructure development shattinclude, roads (including approach reads), water &upftfy-ittd sewerage pPrnjfton 

effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation an^ distribution of power. aff-poifoiitionfingsmd such otherfscilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided onconuporcuall^tos. «$ ^ 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. Few this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of<>ne and *mwe state drCeoHU taxs&Wfc. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-reskte*ft fiMBad investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any.law.for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 
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VT , 6 ' ^ befits under the Act can be availed of only After the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 

Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Indus trial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. * 

_ w ii C! 56 Comm€nceracnt of ** Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
rara (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-sectioi 1 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. ' 

.. . . ?*. Thc approvaI wil1 ** invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, <ihall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

0) tl e application cm the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
it formation/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

Cu) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
ai lother undertaking. 

10 . In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operatmn and mi untenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assist i net. Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement ex ecuted between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

* con< ** t ‘ ons mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhere I to during the period fpr which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited 

Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the par of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 185/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-rTA-I] 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

j ^ 30 2007 

( 3TRT5BT ) 

*«T.31T. 1 699,— aifaf- nn 1961 (1961 TO 43) (TO* 3?F)^TO SRfafWT, TOS1 wi) 'tfl 80 9^ 

1 sifo, 1997 3 3^31 ->^,2002 

3,,. l93 (aj) ftnhr 30 *tf, 1999 1 ante, 1997 wr3i 

2006 ^ 3^ ^ ^ ^ an. 354(«) ^ ^ i( ak 

71WT faro) ^ ^ flPfa 3lfc 

sfr ^ r Trerern to tomR*h %., 

TO, TO^-30200 5 it t, sfo, ^1 , torto 3 to sfhaHro W to from to to t; 

6-12-2006 15/122/2005-3^ ^ ^ 3RnfcT ^3TO sffcltfTO TO? SiyrtfrofTOrri; 

3Wq^TO 80 ^ TOTOt(4) ^3TO (iii) TOT31TOTOfa^TO1I^TO^^,^TOTOR 

^**5* Hi > * ^ tot-*’ torto -&Z TOfcjror to 

tot farofro w TOiftm fro; to) srftrijfTO TOTrft 11 

^ 1 ^ TOti totor % ‘forcf tor*ipt to TOqft?H %., to sftaftfw to> 

^ ^ ai^TO toh l^n t i 

1 . (i) oklPi4> iqTOTOTO : 

TO'iRlfH 



[qPTg“*flte-3(u)] 2007^4^i26y 3779 


(ii) TFRTrtol«nR . . , . 

"•••.' •'' . . ■ ■ ' :y. ■'•••:•■ ..' ^ \ ■■' * -i 

"" * ■ r ■ .■■•■ ■' ,: " _; 


s t <M|I,: tofr 

U4mw 

(iii) atoto "to ^T ^4R»<H 

: 1,72^40120^ to 


(iv) iTRRtotonrm : ,.i.:..'. • 

ift ♦ffeflj i* (ll4t>‘>isilPji i ^ ; 4i W 

._:-- *- • • ■ • • • • • . '..••■ "‘. '•■_ : _- - . .___... . _ ^ 

.'■;..... ;. -■ 

'T&ant^ti f|pm 

, '’ :, ’''rWVvi 


wsi' 3?5*nn wm to ‘ 

*r ' 2^*3 - - '..'.; ir''‘^ V . 

■ ’ ■ Vr r -’— r 

MlHm ......-; .. .; . 


(v) 3totototn^to^nto rr . 

;, .:■ \<m" "■ r-, ; r-' ■■ 

; ... : . ■ :... >, 


tod-fa «N *0 toET 


<vi) niNto> 44 fa 

to^tora 

(vii) -iflfirtPHh ^pR?f nft '^64 ^gqr 
(viii) ftoT (Trf^T ^) 


• *« ■ ' .■ •• 

: 20^P£ 

: 96.73 


(ix) totoh tot*T ^ to ftffa WR m < x ^pr 

(x) 5to<3HTW> tow^ftolftof : 71.73 ^fR5r 

ito tor *fr tnftoi (to tot> f ‘ ^ 1 

<xi) toflra to^to* tonft ranfo n: 31 - 3-2006 

2 . toft toPw to$ atoswrltom** *q to f to to toto sforfl to nffi to i 1 % 4dtPi* 

W # %#eir i&Mmm tor torn 

atoton nr ^m*r to to tofton tot ^ 60k ^ to to tor 1 

3. ton? torm * *5* (*to to»), ?raty$ to tow, to fto dftor 

^wr toftor, wmis\w <wrto a^r toto it totflrer towwnrig *pp? toft ^ tot^totor to 3 
fttofftT^rsgnrTt»... -, ( ...... ,,,... . .*, -• 1 


4 . tor 1 to, 2002 wft m *w 354 (an) ^ tom wt (2) 

torf^^n^toto3fNitoW^toto3to^^^n^3jto^37f^tto«nf^^ toft 15 s 

yfafaftnrft to *t 3ww T^tn^r^ tor to 3 ?TO to(ft *t wn^^toto % ; to'3Pgm twr to <**rit 

^ii • ■ '-’..- v •' ^ ' ''J'J t [ r '\ .''.,., ,/'"V, 

5. toMf tto tot tor toft iti ^ sra toft toff ft^rT awaiT aiton^ 

hi^ fW fa> ^«wi to tiMM M'j'n tolt mg"% «wi4n PiPiI^w to uftw»< w i ^wnft^t,fttir^ torTOtorrarif^ 

3p£m 3 to^nsnT i 


6 . 1 (vii 

i ton w* «ra ms it to 1 1 



7. tof <i<*fmn tie ssft^m top i& toto tofftm fa., ’spy araf^i ^ tor stoatto tsrt Tmr^R 

^ arfnPpR, 1961 ^>t vRl soir^r^t^ mvrt 4 (iii) ^ sffnfn^rmsprnfr a jtg) p f » nr^ 2002 ^ 

ton nm sryto wn n*nr artftm to 1 


9. ^ 3 ? 5 *to ^t rsn^nr afo ^tof ^ totofe cmmRvh %, to 

sitoi ^t to toiMi ^ to to it toto to, ^ '.’• ■ 

(i) 3nto -qn 3 tpr nr to ^rcnrn.sm tor w i ^f n^rn am 

nwnRn; ^ n^ it \ ,. 
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cf^T qFT 
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/ 
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A 

Industry k 
notificatio 


jii) ^ qfteMW tr^f orafVqfo f to** %7 forit spt tim ^ hpt # wr w 

*i 

0 . T$ z **R*q<n 'cfcfqRsfH %, WFg ( 3T«rf^ ,amu|4>df 3 qVgft f»l^ 

3fk fW) "3WT affiftcfr «'4 '*h) ^Tt FWIdRd ^TT 3/cH u l«+»df dfR SfdRcft F*pj*RT 
>%?; iifif -ww wpnrr -wf^rarem, sfhritf^F 

■f^PT, ^q*i, ^ Rorfl-11 ^>t H^dl WRcTT ^JpF t-Rjdd ^ ^fdd I 

1. STRrJ^TT ^ dRxiRgfl TTcff ^ TIT*T-'STTS? 3?lsjlPi«t> T 7T^f Wfa, 2002 W ^llfad ^ TfdT 37T "3^T 

^T ^1h ^ ■SRpfd FTR W<T ^ f 1 ^ ^JTd^R a^JT^T ^ 

^sR^q«n -^qciM^e 'MhTUm fF., «PT^ 3flgj)Rl«b 1 7T^ wfa, 2002 3* krfFd TF? 3T«T^T JQ 

^ *ft *rc? srcrtpF f ( 

2. ^ '*K«hK ^ ^kmlfl«|qe WT 3t^TT 3T«f3|7 *rf^r if-q^j ^FTT 37«^Tfer?ft 3kf 

pFd ^ STT^^r ^>i arow tftt, sfteitfw xnqf ^ sphr ^tt ^tt i 

[ STfa^FT tf. 186/2007APT. 7T. 178/68/2007-3*!.^. ft.-I ] 

T P f f, 3FR ^fMd 

1 

| New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

(INCOME-TAX) 

‘O- 1699. Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) 
80-LA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
or industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
nt of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

nd whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
dyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Industrial Area, Jurehra, District- 
Rajasthan; 

nd whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
tier No. 15/122/2005-ID dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 


N ow, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Raja: than State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes c f the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

T le terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industri al Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1 . 0) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Prc posed location Industrial Area, Jurehra, District-Bharatpur, 

Rajasthan 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park ; 1,72,402.20 Sq.Mtrs. 

(iv) Prqposed activities 


NIC Code Description 


Section 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


Division Group Class 

— — — Manufacturing 








(v) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for 
Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(xO Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 


: 100% 

: Nil 
: 20 Units 
: 96.73 lakhs 

: Nil 

: 71.73 lakhs 

: 31-03-2606 


2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of die 
total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than' 60% of the total 
project cost. 


3. Infrastructure development shall include, n>adS"(ifccludingapproaehroads), water sopply and scwwage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution ofpower, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 


4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b)of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy morethan fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures m force. 

6 . The tax benefits under the Art can be availed of only after the number of. units indicated in Para I (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 


7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause(iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of die 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 


8 . In case the commencement of the Industrial Park isdelayedbymore than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the lndustrial Park Scteme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

6 ) die application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by theCentral Government contains wrong 
information/mismformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded indie name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointlyintimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, UdyogBha wan. New. Delhi-11 dong with a copy of 
the agreement executed between the transferor, and transferee undertaking for the.aforesaid transfer. 


11 . The conditions mentioned m this notification as well as thore included in die industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to durum the period for which benefits under tiiis scheme are to beavailed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 


2646 Gl/07—4 
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(iii) afl 
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— 

2. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 186/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

M 1^#, 30 2007 

(arra^JT) 

f»r.3Tr. 1700 —strrr aqfVfm 1 961 (1961 43) (wr arrt w srfafwr, rrt t) mi so^rt 

(4) (iii) SRT TT^tT TlRw^lf TJ^T ^ 1^, ^ 7R37R ^ 1 snfo, 1997 k ^ cM 31 RT^, 2002 
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-302005 k $, <41S'<i5i< ^-ni fa9TT-^K, <MW1 k RR7 3?l^Pl4> RTR? RH f^FTO RR7?T$; 

frr ^ arffcRj^Ri ■% 3 * 33*7 k ■af^tisRT iwr 3?R 7m? ^ 37 #* ^nf^r <t«tt ^tFt war ^ 

12-2006 ^ RR 77. 15/109/2005-3711 *£ 37RRfa -333 afoftflrer RT3? 37gktf^ pRTf %; 

7^ - 33 ?! 3Tftfom 3 ft SIR? 80 y 3T 3ft ( 4 ) ^ 7^5 (iii) SRI RR3 ?lt333f 3>T RRfr 3Rft ^ W»R 
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q ^FTufTRm 

^pRT Rft ^HdM WTT : 3 

tTflkTT fR^T (TlftT WFl k‘) : 2,05,70,000 
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'3TcT T fcT ^T W '5FRT 3T^fsJcT ^T I 
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(i) 3TT^1 TR 3TWR ^ ^ ^TT^R 5RI TP^H RRT i, ^TIA^T ^P^ 

tjqdl R Rf "?t I 

(ii) p3|El^ iRR teft 3PI MS<r1 ^ y^H P^ql ^ 

$ I 


10. ^ TT^TFIH 7^2 $-SP^4^ 4^dM4<i ^*<42 >^IH^.^R %, ^'^U u l c Hdl“«Hs<iR) 3^tilPi^ 

RT^f ^tT y-dldd afft 3T^FT fsRft <SqsFT (3T«i^ ^’dP<d1 <JHshH> ^ 6^didP<d ^TT 3i’cK«i«ndI ^fR <naRcft tnjtt 
i re n‘ fl R P T ^ f^m; 3Rnqrar?lf 3^k ^’dRdl 4Msf>R ^ fn^lPld qrCR qfl 31 Rt ^'RRT 3?l«ilpiq> HCiqai -wPqqKn^, 3?i«lPiq> dIPt 

3?lT li#l f^RFT, RRR, l^ft-11 RSTRcU ^ 1 

11 . ■§*? 3#pqRRT "4' dPrdRsid wf # RR1-RR? ^'«iiPld> RIR» TRftR, 2002 4 ?iif*i?i 'HR ?TR? RR H^RlcTf "HR 3TRf%l 
^ RfcR %RI R1RT fsRR^ ^R ^R ^ 3RnfR ^!1R 3HRT lR>^ ^ f I R<«Hi< "HR^R Hl^^RR RIRR ^ 

t RfR 4 r 4'RRR*1H §sR^ltf ^RdR4z45 |«4w4i 4 >IMRvH %., <qqy qft«lPiq> R1R> Wt»i, 2002 4 ft Pea ?Tcff 3TRRT $R 

3Tf^RRT R)t f^Rt 4t TRf ^ ST^RTclR 4 3TRW W 4 I 

12. ofe 7RRTR ~£ 34 R> iRRT Rt^RH 7 ^TR 4 f^RI RRT R5^ 4t RTTtRR 37RRT RfR^T 4 RRT cRTRT 3RTRT f^Rft RtR 
RSR RET e r^ r rZ R RRR 4 37 t 4^RT RH 3TRRRrT T5R1, ^^IPldi' RT^ ^ STJ^RR R^ 314 r RRT ^RT I 

[3rf*H£RRR. 187/2007/RR. R. 178/68/2007-3n.RT.'fR.-I] 

RtRSF TRf, 3IRT RfRR 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 . 

(INCX)ME-TAX) 


S.0.1700._Whereas the Central*Govemment in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 

(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act)* has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
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(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning crithe 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1st day of Ajpril, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

Aijd whereas M/s. Ra j asthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Saduipur Phase-Ill, District-Churu, 
Rajasthan; j 

Ai^d whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry lettjer No. 15/109/2005-ID dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification! 

Ncjw, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and op>erated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial Park for the 
purposes of jthe said clause (iii). 

! ANNEXURE 

Thfe terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industria| Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (i) Nanje of the Industrial Undertaking, Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

I Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Proposed location ; Saduipur Phase-III, District-Churu, 

Rajasthan 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 72.84Acre 

(iv) PropDsed activities 

_j _Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


S. No. I Section Division Group Class 


_NIC Code Description 


Section 


Division 


Manufacturin g 

98.60% 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 98.60% 

area Earmarked for 

Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 1.40% 

area earmarked for 

commercial use 

(vii) Minijnum number of industrial units : 3 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed ; 2,05,70,000 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space: for Industrial use : Nil 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 1,63,12,000 
investment on built up space for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 31-03-2006 

2. the minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project <jost, In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost, j 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for coi|tmon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 


1,63,12,000 


31-03-2006 
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4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii)iof sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4(Ui) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on die basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the-conditions. 


12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 187/2007/F. No. 178/68/2G07-ITA-I3 
DEEPAKGARG, Under Secy. 

fa#, 30 *7$, 2007 


( 3IWRFT) 

mm. 1701.— 1 1961 (1961 43) OW# 3# 7 rtn # SHTT 80 ^ 

# 3TORT (4) ^TSK (iii) UTrt TflfawT ^ 1 afar, 1997 3 ^ cWT 31 *71^, 2002 

^an. 193 (st) fairer 30*7nsf, 1999 1 afar, i997^^*far<T«7T3i 

2006#T7^37#*^1^TT®n*Fl 3TT. 354(31) «7K?T *nfa*7 wrc (4«lf>l*. #7T3?ft 

Tfafa falFT) # SRT 3f#fap T Tre> # #3FTT Pi Pin sffr 3rf%Rjf^tT # 

ehIMftVM fa., '3# T T *7^1, Rid* 

rtpf, ^^-302005 3 aflolfa* tfa vwg;, ffan-#zr, w*th 3 W ftremr m mt; 

3755*7 s farfg KT fare afc it arefrr q i faaq twt 

(Viw 19-12-2006 MX 77. 15/131/2005 _ 37T^# Mi*t> Pfi^i 

375 ^firHC3^RT # VRT 80^T5T# 'dM'MRI (4) (iii) ?RT VlPkrelf5JT5># 

T^RT-3^nsfe (iii) 5> 3ft#h5? 515? 5) ^5 ^777? 7157*715 "&Z ^5£P7*fe 555^715 fa., 

55J7 5177 faFfaff 55T 55 iNlfad f5>5 5T # !ZRl 51# $ I 
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1. (i) alh aiP i k 


(ii) THdlfe 
(ffi) afefe 




^ «TRcT TOT ^ fef WTWH RS Tfafcute =HMKVH fk, a| #R? W 

^ 3iyilvi 1RH ffeT $ I 


TIM IR 


WFT 

feRicJT 


iMf^TH fid |Vffd<4d -^qciHid 5^fd4d 
«bl 4U*H %., 

'ti.'k ^IsilPi'fi fe, < u i^<, Ikcru-cbldi, 7J3R5TPT 
195.00 T^ 


(iv) ywife <+>i4ch<rim 


MI 


3^RFT 


TFT 3TT| ift TTfFRT ^ TRT«T afMPWi RTT WW? 

TR STT^ # TT%RT few 

irom ^ M 












[•mn-wrs 3(ii>] 


3787 


WFFTrTOtFjF 16, 2007/^26,1929 

8. Fft; sm afa ftfhFi ftf» 3nftr ift $ w l (xi) 3 fFfcsz fhfa ^ ^ ^ttft fad«i irtcn $ 

Fl 3 fffr srfafom, 1961 F?t fto so ft f»F ft tr-fto 4 (iii) ^ 3T5nfcr*mqlira fr^ ^ tom 4 ?!iAPif> fif?f^rt, 2002 ^ 
gRTtcT fft a i yft^ r sra frft srifaF #tt i 

9 . FF 3T$F Ft 'WTT affe ^SRf 1I4WH FF «bl4R«M ftl, Fp^ 

sphlFT Fft fFRft yfdfib^l ^ fFTR TFF ft fa*^4K FWf, Ff*( 

(i) STl^T FF ftfF# 3TIFTT FT ^ FTFTR 5TCT SFJRfcF WF faFT FFT $, 3 FRF TJFFTRJFFT 3TFFT +Pdm 
dWW<4b TJFFI F F^ Ft I 

(ii) FS "3FF steftfFFT W Fft 37FfTFfF t fFF^ fRR SppflFF fFRft 3RT1W1 ^ FIF k’ FF^ # WT fF>FT FFT 

t I 


10. Ffq -^f TRW ~&Z FS chm^M %, *HFJT ( 3?Ff^ STFRFTFRtf 1W1) afkilPlF* 

ftf? ftt fftrf ajk aq^WF faRft w (3?Ff^ 3 tfM 4m*h) Fit swidftfl f3ft eft sqFTWflf 3 ?ft arafkft 
ftftftr ^ fRtj sfFFPraf afft afFfkft fwt ^ ^Nf fFrafar frk FftFft^ ftf aMte fftfft fIffirf, attkFr itfF 

afa FFtfa faFJF, 3«ftr FFF^f^ft-ll Fit d^HVflWdl RIFTFFT qr^FF F^T ^ "^fFF Fk*t I 

11. FR aqf^FFT 3 afcfrlftfitd FlFf ^ FIF-RTF afl6l1PlF> FTF» TFfa, 2002 3 FTlfFR FF FTF? FTT 3PJFTRF "FT? STFfa 

F> T$TTF f*fc*n FfTFT F^T ■W»)F F» FRPfF RTF FTFT ld»^ 'diA ^ I ^ FTF>1T FF^FF 3q^[FkF F5^ FFTF ^ ^TF>Ft 

f Fp^^Rf <M WPT T$Z iFdM^dttF 3-ftsjlP|ch FT^ f^btH, 2002 k* P4ftd FIFf 3TFFT 

arftRJFFT Fft fFRft ^t FTef Ft 3I^IHH k' WTOFl TFFT $ \ ' 

12. 'RFiR ^ ST^FtFF ^ tFFT 'ifffe ratH k’ fFiFT FFT F^ *ft FFTpTF afTFFl Ff^F k* FFT WTFT 3IFFT fFRlt F^T 
F*F FF R^ n ZF FR^ k‘ STR^FT FJT 3RFFeT TFFT, aft«lPlF> FTF» ^ aq^RtFF Fit 3T^F FFT ^FT I 

[ aqPiRJFFT T7. 188/2007/FF.Tf. 178/68/2007-3F.F>.fF.-I] 

^tFF> F^f, 3TFT TlfFF 


New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 


S.O. 1701.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.G. 354(E) dated the 
1 st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Kuber Industrial Area, Ranpur, 
District-Kota, Rajasthan; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/131 /2005-ID, dated 19-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 


The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

I. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) Proposed location : Kuber Industrial Area, Ranpur, District-Kota, 

Rajasthan 
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(iii) Are^ of Industrial Park : 195.00Acre 

(iv) Propjosed activities 



Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 


NIC Code Description 


Group Class 


Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 100% 

area tarmarked for 

Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : Nil 

area earmarked for 

commercial use 

{vii) Minimum number of industrial units 251 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 826.37 lakhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space: for Industrial use : Nil 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 742.97 lakhs 

investment on built up space for industrial use 

(Ampunt in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 31-3-2006 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project post. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost] 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a u*|it means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification! are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the I ndustrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80 -LA of 
the Income-i ax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. tn case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) o r this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-se ction 4(iii) of Section 80-LA of the Income-tax Act, 1961. 

9. rhe approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jai] mr, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ij) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
i another undertaking. 
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10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e„ transfer or undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy ot 
the agreement executed between the transferor and 4ransferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer.. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 188/2007/F. No. 178/68/2007-ITA-I] 

DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

^ fafat, 30 2007 

(SntERBT) 

w,«nr. 1702,—^arcfa str*?: 1961 (1961 -*r 43) (Rffr wrw$) «rra 80^ 

( 4 ) ^ (iii) ^RTSPAtf ^ 1 1997 ^ 31 2002 

3T^^fa^Tfa**l3ff. 193 (31) faff* 30^, 1999^*fo*ff*ff 1 1997 ^ ^ ™ ^1 

TTPd, 2006 Wet ^ fat* towt *r.sn. 354(30 WBR, ^Ifa^f afa wmv ^ m 

tfgsfa fgp TTT) arfiwjffffTSTif utct afhrtfaff to? ^41 'Pifai sfa ^ t;, 

sfa urafa n g ffa n ff f&z fa., * 1 * 1 , fai* 

302005U4WH-3U001 *¥ '*1 PwW 

afa ^ 1 ^ 3i^r%t 3 Pm 3 ^^ ^ a^H qifrM $ 

farf* 20-10-2006 15/135/2005-3nf ^ 1*5 3Tlf ^ oi^4d "3*1 TO? 

3R 3*tfat*arfafaro 80 (4) ^^ (iii) wwttfafa *t 

353 73F5 (iii) 3i ^ ^IhTUr 

fa., WJ* SRlfaffifaff W 1*3 iraifaff fat* *31 T& 333 3^ I 


Tffi faff 3* 4U4)R ^ faltf TR^IFT ^3 ^qen^’c. fa.^ ^ 

fai* "sfa 3?5*tfaT 31 ^ fam f i 

l..(i) 3WT33 TO * U'*i^*il4 ^3, ^ 

«hmrc¥H m 

fii) 'SPRnfarwrT * 3^*1 F*i?u -> flci e U’Si, 


(ii) 94dlfaTWH 

(iii) 

(iv ) TTRlTfat 


1 ffi F WH- 311001 

: 725.00 


•q^T 3TI^ ift ^ffan 




sFtu srfm trfi 


(v) tfifi r ^ ’ ^fa^ 

3TR3rfa yfa?ra 


: 80.31% 


2646 GI/07—5 
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wfaxAfaufmiffm , 5M% 

«FT UfeTTm 

n 

(vii) 3? WlPlcb gM mt 7T7STT : g7 

(viii) U?dlfafl =t^eri Pi^i (Tlf^T TUU; A) : 3233.91 PTT7U 

(ix) AAlPf^ d 4 Alfa m fufAu TUFT UT fi&?] : 

(^fftr 

(x) aTjim^HK*j«h fqetiiti UT 1 uA 7T fUTlA AtettfAm UuAfa ^ : 2805.03 FfPsf 

tufAeT UT &fa\ At ?nfu?r % (TTlTT TUU A) 

(xi) UtuAmt^ 3Rfa ^ uft URlfR fufa : 31-3-2006 

^ ^ A' 3iqW<-q»n fumTTT UT fuAm HpfaUdi FTFm 50% A UR U$T Tfal I AA TTfa AzT At 

3frainich llU^fa ■% lAfAcT TUPT TOT t, ^ UIUA A ^ l^qfiTT -^TRf "SFTt eTFm "^rfFcT ST^T^Tr 

T3Pf ^T UfcftiRT BTO ^ 60% A UR U$ stUT I 

3. Arum A’ (TRra? Trsm tAr), ^di^fci cr«n AtaAsr, gfau mm Atuu ^wr, aftnJfo Ararat, 

^ <wr A# 3R At sMArar chi4^>dN Ag WTFI wifa At t At qfl N&TO gfe A 

fuuAujfa i^-jigaRf 11 

4 - R' 11 '* 1 snfcr, 2002 At mT.3TT. 354(3T) A Aumm 6 A UU-'tiWim (73) A fa R s g Tff f g pRT A mTFTU (2) A 
fafadfeid ^ K'+’d faAl Atu Amr A fdCl, Pi<mrf ailsilPiqi Au UU 50% A STfum fgHII UTftfl UFf UiAft I ^TT yfasHlA 
f^lt S^ls mT 3TT7TU A WfAm 7PU STU^T iAmfa m7 eFFJU A UUtmU A %TT fAAt 3TPPT ?T«TT f*R tfp p ft A t | 

5. STT^R ST^favil P*fa fafcfl Pfailt AuAu AA A 5TTT fA^fl UrUU PAtm 3TUUT AAmAt HITeffa fuAm STUmr 
tTTT#? fra A ^Nf> M«^-d ^ 3P7FfcT 3ITf«I^T i'll fad t, ^ TT^rT ^tfcl 7T«fT y%3T 3ff 7# 

3ig?TR 3 Tcft ^ fmi ^mpn i 

t. TH 3Tfar^5RT ^ ^7T 1 ( vii) ^ fafaR^ ?<+I^T =F lft«T ^7 fa‘ 3T3f^PT FR ^ ^RRT Fl ^7T 3Tf«#RP 7# 

3RFf?T TT^m f I 

* T WWH11 %, ^3^7 "3T? srafa o^ ^f7H 7^«r #27 ^T 3TmPR 

^ «^dl f^T7T arafv $ 3TRraT7 37fv!dMH, 1961 ^ V77T 80 ^ W 3?1 ^T%TT7T (4) ^ 73T£ (iii) ^ SPTPf^ PR IpTIj; t I 

8. mfa TTt^ ifel ^ 37R97 ^ fa‘ ^7T 3lfa^qdi ^ ^71 1 (xi) faRy ^ ^ ^ ^TKT fadH ^tcH t eft 

37PraT7 3?fi^fWT, 1961 ^ %TRI 80 ^ ^TTUTT 4 (iii) ^ 3T* mT«T UR ^ ^ tmg afa ftfa* ura? ^3RT, 2002 7# 

armfcT urn ^mRh urt urt srifsra ^Wt i 

9. u? 3ig*i^i 3T^<? mnpTi alk ^rrcf trt^ir ^fa^Aid ^eferu^H x^s ^tuRr %, m u g< ^ 

sr^fT %rft ufar^m ^ f^T^f # faiu|<K itm, uR- 

< 0 3Tr ^ T ^ RR?^ 3TR7 U7 TR5F17 ?T7I Sf^TH U^H RfR UUT t, RRT ^5Fn/^RI 3T«raT 3»fcm 

^r^muTm h j 

(>i) ^ ut«i fe ^ 3rafr«if?T tg t tmu; 3ig4K4 farft 3 r ^wt ^ mu m u?^ f\ umu fmm 
I mm i i 


ip. uR ^ruf thriftt^ 2 ^Te#j%.,mu^7 (3TufgsRRuramf luaru) utu 

'^i ^ srgT^R feut •aMshH (37«?fg amfmt mraru) mrt gwfdfm eft amTmumf a#tr ^mfrnt mu^r 

%u 3pr7UPRf aftr ^mfeft mram ^ mtm fmuifR ujtr mt ufeT m utu ttfirt uf^umra, sfteftfw utter sftr 

Tra^fu luum, #i *rau, uf Rrmt-i 1 mt y^Hifllddi umm ^jpm ugmr ^u ^ mtrt i 

11. fU 3Tf%T7jmm U ifarlRaa TTeff ^ 7TTU-UTU 3?l«ilPlcb Umf TUffa, 2002 $ Vllfad 3U STcff UTT 4igmdH UU 3rafu 
m ^i<id turn s3imi ^ifan fmum fmu, ^ 7mtu m -urnm mru urm fum mm 1 1 mm U7-+K s^hKh mt ututt m Tramt 
t uR Aut ttsttsuu ^-sfa^en ^qennAti mTuTtmu tm., mu^7 sffetPim uraf Tmtu, 2002 A fufR ?mf srum w 

.•Uf^TTJUUT 'Ft tmut At VTet ^ ST^IdH A U7ramr 7RT t I 

i 
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12. *fr4rtteR 3riWT 3T«teRfa>#3teT 

<t«*t ^rr g ' ^i THq 4 3 tt«^f ^t tfk , irt«T 4zt ^ 41 stfo ^r 4 ti \ 

[3Tfaq^4. 189/2007/^1.4 178/49/2007-3TT.*>. ft.-I] 

<{Ih^ 7 I 7 f, 3T3T 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 » 

(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1702.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce arid Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1 st day of April, 2002, for .the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having registered 
office at Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing a Growth Centre at Growth Centre Hamirgarh Bhilwara, 
District-Bhilwara, Rajasthan-311001; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Growth Centre vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/135/2005-IP & ID dated 20-10-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 
this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANSESttJRE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
a Growth Centre by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 


(ii) Proposed location 


: Growth Centre Hamirgarh Bhilwara 
District-Bhilwara, Rajasthan-311001 

(Hi) Area of Groth Centre 
(iv) Proposed activities 


725.00Acres 

, Nature of Industrial acticvity with NIC code 


NIC Code 

Description 

S. No. Section 

Division Group 

Class 

X TO 

— — 

— Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable 
areaearmarked for 

: 80.31% 

■, ... 

Industrial use 



(vi) Percentage of allocable 

: S*% 


area earmarked for 



commercial use 



(vii) Minimum numbei of industrial units 

: 87 Units 

j 

(viii) Total investments proposed 

r 3233.91 lakhs 


(Amount in Rupees) 



(ix) Investment on built up space: for Industrial use 

:' NH 

r +- “ 

(Amount in Rupees) 


<- • 
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du 


the 


go 


(x) Inves 
inves 
(Ami 

(xi) Profxjsi 

2 . 

total project 
on infrastruc 
project cost, 

3. 

effluent treai 
as are for coni 

4. 

dated the 1st 
purpose a uni 

5. 

Foreign Inve$ 
in force, shal’ 

6 . 

Notification, 


iment on Infitastructure Development including 
iment on built up space for industrial use 
nt in Rupees) 

ed date of commencement of the Growth Centre 


minimum investment on infrastructure development in a Growth Centre shall not be less than 50% of the 
»st. In the case of a Growth Centre which provides built-upspace for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
ijure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be les$ than 60% of the total 


I iffastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
iti nent facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
~imon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

r lo single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
Vpril, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Growth Centre. For this 
‘ means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

F^ecessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
itment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

ie tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
kre located in the Growth Centre. 


th 


7. 

operate the < 
the Income- 


M/s 


(i 


10. 
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2805.03 lakhs 


31-03-2006 


. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
rowth Centre during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80- IA of 
x Act, 1961 are to be availed. 


8 . 1 1 case the commencement of the Growth Centre is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-sec tion 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. 1 he approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaip ar, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(iij it is for the location of the Growth Centre for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation anc maintenance of the Growth Centre (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial As! istance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adh ered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

, i ^ny amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Growth Centre. 

[Notification No. 189/2007/F. No. 178/49/2007-ITA-I] 

1 DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

M 30 2007 

( 3TrtT^T) 

1703.—31TOT 1961 (1961 ^T43) (^T 3TFt WTOT t) ^?tqRT80^^ 

^q-tTRT (4) (iii) SKI ’STCt T T W fTJ, ^ 3 1 snfo, 1997 77 ^ TT3R7TOT 31 2002 

^ TPW ciKnl arafa TPsqr ^T.3TT. 193(37) 30 1999 ^ cT«Tf 1 anta, 1997 ^ FteR crsn 




3(H)] 
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tffKI^FT W* : Ttf 16, 2007Mg 26 K 1929 

31 wf, 2006 ^ wm arafa ^ *n.3n. 354(30 tor, Rifas* sftrtfta itfs sift 

flyfr Prem) a r fiKg y Hw T w a ift ftfiw q m > * q fr R i faffiw sift srfaqfa! i; 

sfft ^Ph ”^Rf <M**Ih '&£ 1(6 fH, pH4l^>y <6WftM 41(1*1*1^, RiCT9» 

w\ t ^JT-302005 WIT, WIT, PsRIT-sfftnWR, W*W335002 3 4lflPU) RTC? 

sift ^ ^ w s r Pre^ ^ ar^T 3 sfottftw Pm afk^raT ^ sftto qiPn^ wgifrr H4W*< ^ 

t^r 20-10-2006 15/146/2005-ST^TSS 311^^ 3Rpfaw 4filP l fr RI# Sj^fc l PMH $; 

3H^Rrii^ W 3ffaPm^ft imSOWSi'^'&Vm (4) ^735 (iii) ^ %g,^3'WK 

><a\5Ki *33RT T§fe (iii) ^ "$ ^ t¥ O'HWR "&Z ?Sf^^ &IQNvte TjJS 4»IM'ft¥H fH, 

WFg ?RT fo*Rw W <H jiftw T*3 fan* -ST 7$ WT TOiR t I 

3T^r 

*TTRT ^FTC 3 ifercf ll^WH ^ icWH<te T& Ipft gfc q iT qfon ''fa, ~5KT s faftfiPE -qiqf 

^rfeci f4iU[ Pt»<<i $ i 

l, (i) siftiWw ‘3TO»*r3 >t m TPfww i&s jftffeptrci tRwftfe ft? 

apTift^Pf fa, 

(ii) TTRUPTcTWI : aiftftfa* WIT, SIRSlftsn&lM fa., 

Wn, ^-#TTTO, W«IH-335002 

(iii) afajtftiBF' tjr^f «et &WT : 220.43 T33T5 

(iv) <w4<*>dm 


3nf ^ m ajtfitPrc 


fqq< u i 

IF? u 3^qm im TF$ 


^ 2 T^T 3 


(v) ^?ilPi<^wipiyMlP^d 

: 87.%% 

3W#T sN ^T ^fd^l<1 


(vi) <iitPnfi<H» 4M<<ki ^ 1m, PitifRa 

: 1.44% ' 

’jfk 3iffara 


(vii) <4kllPr«h ^Pl^T -^HrW TETS^T 

: 40^fM? 

(viii) SPWll^d °g^T Pl^?I (Tlftr ^) 

A \ 

: 303.44 TOT 

(ix) 3|i€i)p|«b 7q^*I ^ "Plf% WT TR Pt^tt 



(Tlfa^ft) 

(x) a w#TO«w> faro m fifar Prerft sfe ft fii^ sqqftr is 

fa? fife wr r* fife *fr *ifer 4 (-fe *3?^) 


: 253.44 TO 


(xi) sftsitfw fe ^ sfe 3ft HRlfe fifa : 31-3-2006 

2. fa# 3fa ft 3feWT fiRTRT ^ ^KT? f*l4?t 3j??f qfafl'iHI WET fa 50% ft 3»*f ^TFf ^klT I ^ 

W -sft afiejiPicb wrkr ^ 1^R( wr wr i, ^ wti $ 4tftPM» wr ^ -tfffci tora 

3T^?TWr ^I?W W$ ^ Mk4|yHI HI ^ 60% ^ ^*T ^ ‘ 

3. kr^TT fWRT k TTT3T (^W -^^0, tWT ^ft^, ^?T I f ^^ 1 

t^' w ^ 3^i 4>i4»am wtPt ^..ftrn t ^ ^ 

kraf^lkT TJ5T U^RT t I * 
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16, 2007/^26,1929 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of subjection (4) of Section 80- IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Devddpntent and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of die Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development and Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur: 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, : Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 

Investment Corporation Limited. 

(ii) Proposed location : Industrial Area Rawla, RQCO Limited Rawla, 

District-Sriganganagar, Rajasthan-335002. 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 220.43 Acres ^ 


(iv) Proposed activities 




• Nature of Industrial actcivity with NIC Code 



NIC Code Description 

S.No. 

Section 

. Division Group Class 

* : .-■ .• ■ . •? ■ • ' 

A 

2&3 

— . — -r Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable * J ■ • - . : 87.96% 

area earmarked for 
Industrial use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable : 1.44% - • 

area earmarked for 

commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units : 40 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 303.44 lakhs 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up Space for Industrial use : Nil 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 253.44 lakhs 

investment on built up space for industrial use ^ 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park : 31-03-2006 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall notbeiess than 50% of the 
total project cost In the case of an Industrial Park winch provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less thap 60% of the total 
project cost 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply arid Sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation arid distribution of power, air-conditioning and Sbch other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial, area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 

Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under /my law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. ~ , 

6 . The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 
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8. 

Para 1 (xi) o] 
under sub-s 

9. 

Limited, Jaib 


<*> 


id 


10 

operation a; 
undertaking^ 
Industrial Ah 
the agreemi 

11 

should be ai 
withdraw tty 
Jaipur, fails 

12 

failure on the 


7. Vl/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the I idustrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, MNft** to be availed. ; 

[n case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
iction 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

[The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
ur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if— 

the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in, it. 

it is for the location of the Industrial Park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

In case M/s. Rajasthan Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
maintenance of tile Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
, the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
sistance. Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
4 nt executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
(Jhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
ie above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
to comply with any of the conditions. 

Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 190/2007/F. No. 178/39/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

| 

30 2007 

I 

(3JFJSFT) 

1704*—37TOR 3TfqfWT, 1961 ( 1961 43) (TO 3TFt arfblWT TOTOT$) *TKT 80^ 

cffT (4) ^ 73^ (iii) gKt TKft ^ ^ $ 1 3rfcr, 1997 3 cTOT 31*TTti, 2002 

Suffer ^ WTT ^F1.3n. 193(3t) 30 TOS, 1999 $ rTCT 1 3^T, 1997 3 cTOT 31 

2006 ^ 1?rq;TOTT^T.3TT. 354(3?) TOUM, dip'll 3?fc (sfodtfroilftT 3^ 

wfa faro) aftwlPH* to? 

ate, -3^% ^ <wmU¥h w, 

f?!TOT Tflif, TO|J*-302005 ^ t, ^ TO?, 3IK3Tl|3fTftM fafafe, fagp;, iTOT-#T*lH>lT f TfiRTO-335002 3 

tju? ^ trore mi; 

3=flc, TOfr, ^ 3rfiiRJTO ^ 37^1 3 3?fr TO? ^ 37#T kflfaai 7WI ’TOTO ^ 

ftTO> 06-12-2006 15/149/2005-31^ ft ^ 3Rpfa TOcT 3?l«flPT4» TO? 3^HlP<d f; 

3PT, ^f fcP T . , TOrT Tift m\ 80TO^ ^ ^7-VKT (4) ^ WZ (iii) ^RT ^1 ^ 

(iii) ^ Un)«Hia( ateWl* TO?^^I^ftercf ^isTUfi 

fa, WfUJRT Pq+P*ld SffjfCfaa T& iraifac1 fatj Tsn ^FT 3W ^ 3#T7JP^T t I 

TTif faR T TT TTCTO 3 fa**? TF^TH TZZ OTlfl feT., 3RT TO? 

^ 3i^l<H to^tt t i 

1. (i) ate rftpF cFT TO : TF3TCTO ^ 

! % , 
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L nn u va^ ^vJ 

(ii) g^nfafl WFT 

: T^jft W, 3nT3TTf3TI^ft3Tt M*&S, 

^0tn faFR, ^RTT 9fWnH3T, Tl^R-335002 

(iii) 4si|Pl3) tffef? oR 

(iv) . a^nf33 4 »i4^<^n 

: 81.14^ 

4 

R ^ Wt 3frt^I3T *l4+<rim 35T 

T35 3Tff fft 7T%fTT 

Pqq< u i 

ME 3T^RFT 

313PT ?Wt 

3i 2 T?3 3 

rflpfqfq 


(v) sflejini^ 3M^i cfc ywif^Td 

3TRS#q S^3>T3lf3?ra 

: 96.42% 

(vi) qifft|fi3q> -gRtn^f^INfftc? 

^pr 3»i 3ifcr?Rr « 

: 3-58% 

(vii) 3?hdtftT3> W9MI 

: lSffi 

(viii) ywifqd R4^l (Tlf?T 

: 7 , 1032 /KX) 

(ix) WTtE c^ ftTfftE EIH E7 ft^fT 

(TTftT W[T=f) 

': IF* 

(x) 3?qm^"Ht'W3>' fqqiiEr Ef fMfrr f^Rrft’ ^leitPw ^h^Im ^ 
fan tEfftd E1H -tR «ft 3nftw^ (Tlfa'VR-^) 

: 5^6,18,000 

(xi) 3^«ilPiq> Hl«b 3> 3nt*f el'l fa*? 

: 31-3-2006 


2 . fertft afaitPi* m * f if anrereHi fom et W><h - M foitowi ?ri*m ^so%w 

-qj^ cift ^€j'|fi|+ <ji|4j'il ^ fan faffttl TO WT 3R3T ^ Hi*fa ^ sfhdtffar 3» Pin^t '3>Ff 3ft simki 
SpSTEfaHT 3* ’*J333 ^ 3fafaHT oTPm ^ 60% it 3*3 3lftf ^TT I 

3. ^Wlfa+W ’353T (4R<* r *t53> ETfad), .W #3^3, ^f33 3PST 7^33 ljf33T, iP<n<*T** 'Ac43», Pq^a 

4 cMI4H 33 fa- R ^ T, q i d l ^crtH cT«n faft 3R Ejfa3Tn 5ft 4?l*iP3> Vl4«btflH ig wwW-aH^Vl ^ fan $ ^ qiP“ita«*> ^ 

3HJ33 $ I 

4. farfa 1 3?ffa, 2002 3ft 3H.3TT. .354(31) ^ ^ITIT'fl 6 ^ 33-^<IUI4> ("ST) "ft <Tifa4»r^fc 3HETC (2) 3 

vdRrrHRsid 3ft| ~Q^cT 53 *t| fa# 3faftfiT3> 3fa 3* fan 1^33 4ft#Pt3> $3 3*T 33RT alfeffl ^ 3?fVqj fe*Hi «liP«! 3# *>}*& >W 

ynfaq igf fa# 3 *t srrera n^> nr x& ^ srfanrTFM zwn «fr#3 3R 3*^3 # s*qP*R # fan fa# arennrat f*R 3R# 
*fri 

5 . 3fra?W fa# fa$# fftjfa ET3#f 3f& # 5RI f*## 3?W fafaF WWf '• **rcnW Pi«^l 3TO3T 

*n#t3 fa# «fa 3T*T3I 3*P WT fa# 3rr£T # <4M4d fofaPte Hlfa3T<«r# *ftPl 3*3 yP*<4l# ^ 

STJEIK a^1 ^ fa3T dlIVTIT I 

6. W a#R£q3T#fal 1 (vii) $«M$3T3> 3italPi«»> 3I3> #*w(t«Kr«W3> <sH<i*d lit 3?f^Piq*i 

^ 3Rifa 3R Wq W3 # Tfat f I 

7. fa# 7T5RTR #£ &P^3r1 farafafe ns ^fagfe3*#faT toT., ^sAPiq> ^T Mqidd 

^flfr T^T p2R? 3?qfir 3 3TRRR srfqfwr, 1961 qKT 80 IT ^ ^-srci (4) # ?SZ (iii) # t I 

eft 3? i qq> 7 srfqf^R, 1961 3ft srrcr 80 ^^qft^-^RT 4 (iii) 3t SRpfq W<T 3Rft ^#R ■aflWlPi^i- HJq> sl^nt, 2002 ^ 
3Rf<T 33T 3^33 W<\ 3TRT 3Tftf^fT #TT I 


2646 (31/07—6 




3798 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA 26,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


9. M F?TT •TFSTf*IH T& +mT^H %, ^RTJI 

3T&KTT t #[ Slfafo - R T ^ FT? # fa wfa T #11, 

(i) 3*T$F F frsRR^ 3TTOR RT TRFT 5RT 3RJR1 f WT frFRT 7 RT $, 7 M^ T£Ft/TJFT 3f*TRT 

^RWTSFTR^TPf I 

(ii) 733 3fajtffa> rtr> R>t sraft*# t far# %r st-jr^t ftwft $r? f?fr ^ rtr fr' rf^ rrtr faRT rrt 


Rfc ^RTf <NWM T& iqglM^d R5 F^fe «hlMRVH fa, WF$ ( STR^ 3TWT?RTf 7TM) aftwiPl* 

sfa spjwn farft ^ f?fr (ar*^ amM TTsFR) *rt swuiftd rRrt afcR^TFtf aflr aiflfaft <sh<J<*i 
SRTT'Wclf sffr 3T?Tfaft F^TR ^ fRiRlfF FR Rft STfcT ^ RTR sfajtfRRT TTFFT RfaRFTR, sflsAPf* ^tfrf 


10 . 

RTR> RTT ft-qicri 
FdltH^I ^ faq; 

afa tMr Aron, TB^n to, r$ f^ft-i 1 Rft «wvifadi rsu<ii trjf ft 3 TjfF r3t! i 

11. ft srfarjFT3 afotfiaa *raf ^ Rm-Rm sfaitfwW trH 2002 3^nfaer f ?ra? rtt sfjrtctr"sr srafa 

^ ^Rh ter "3f rt ^ifrq faR*£ faR ft R^ta ^ sfrpfa ?ttr rtrt fap ^ $ 1 ^ rtrtr 4h£rt s^rIf Rft rtrr ^ RFft 
$ Rft faref ttfrirt^z igftffrc i & re iRifc Rg 4 >imRvm fa., rrpf afaftfw W TRfo, 2002 fafor ^iciT strrt ft 

atfRTjFi Rft fqr# *ft ?Rf c£ srjrtf 3 tftt 1 1 

12. ^<4>K ^ a i ^ T ^ q ^ Tf^K'Wf 3 faRTT 7 M'^f *ft 'R^l^R 3W3fT ■qf^T RcTT WPTT 37«WT teft 

cT«T «FT 3\W*l jqvtf $ 3TT^F ^ 3TW?T TFT, aMfW ^ ^ ^ 37^R FT Fn I 

[3lP^FTTT. 191/2007/F.TT. 178/48/2007-3n.^.fR.-I] 

<lM«F T P F f, 37RT TTf^R 


s.o. 

(4) of Section 8 1 
a scheme for 
(Department of 
beginning on 
1st day of April 


New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 

1704,—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
0-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
dustrial Park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
e 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 


Ii 


And vihereas M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having Registered 
office at Udyoi Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Agro Food Park, RIICO Limited,. 
Udyog Vihar, District-Sriganganagar, Rajasthan-335002; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/149/2005-ED dated 6-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification; i 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Centr il Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthai 1 State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an Industrial Park for the 
purposes of th^ said clause (iii). 


The 

an Industrial 


ANNEXURE 

ttrms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
rk by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 


P n 

1. (i) Name < if the Industrial Undertaking 

(ii) Proposed location 

i 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park 


Rajasthan State Industrial Development and 
Investment Corporation Limited. 

Agro Food Park, RIICO Limited, Udyog Vihar 
District Sriganganagar, Rajasthan-335002. 

81.14 Acres. 
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(iv) Proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 



NICCode 

Description 

S.No. * 

Section 

Division 

Group 

Class | 


A 

2&3 

— 

— 

i 

Manufacturing 


(v) Percentage of allocable 


area earmarked for 
Industrial use 


(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 

(viii) Total investments proposed 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built7up space: for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including 
investment on built up space for industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 


: 3.58% 


: 15 Units 

: 7,10,82,000/- 

: Nil 

: 5,86,18,000/- 


31-03-2006 


(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 

2 The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 


project cost 

3 Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach toads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for common use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty per cent of the allocable industrial area of an Industria Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

5 Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by die 
Foreign Investment Promotion Boaid or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law forthe time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 


Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 
operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of 
the Income-tax Act,-]961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated m 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for avai ing ne its 
under sub-section 4<iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961, 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 
Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the Industrial Park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 














3800 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA 26,1929 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)J 


10.! In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation arid maintenance of the Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking!, the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11 j The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails p comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 191 /2007/F. No. 178/48/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

j 30 2007 

! (3TT*P3FT) 

^Tj^T. 1705.—'313% 3113317 Stfafwt, 1961 (1961 30 43) (3F1 37F* ^33 37M333 TO 331 t) 3ft 3777 80 "fl 3T 
3JT 333171 (jo ^735 (iii) HJTCT 3133 3lf333* 30 33*3 333 fP., 7K3K d 1 1997 3 ^ 3*33 3*71 31 3rd, 2002 

3?* 713131 ^*4 31?7* 313% ^ %** TOO 30.371. 193 (31) *33% 30 3fd, 1999 ^ *lf733*7T 1 3T^cT, 1997 ^ ^ #F3 3*71 31 
3Td, 2006 ^?*'773t3T 373fa ^ f7T3 777371 30.377. 354(31) 3173 777307, 3lfhri3 3?*7 3#0 37T3T3 (37*SJ*Pl3> 3*f3 37*7 

7M3 f33F1) 3171 aftqlP l 4> 313? 3?* 3T331 ftffa afa 37fa7jf33 3?* t; 

3^ 44% T? %., f47i3>i 33*^13 303*337 dWPi 333, Picric 

3rd, 02005 3 i, zMfm 3*73TS1-IV 3*3 307-3*731^1, 3S77*3f-3J3*, 7137*773-342001 3‘ 3k*Pl3> 

373? 30f33777 377 7F7 t; 

777337 3 $77 3lfa7J331 ^ 3FJ33 $ dRrlRsId *333 3^7 ^Tcff ^ 373*3 c||[umi 331 3UTO WMM $ 
%TT31 20-1(1-2006 ^33 77. 15/127/2005-371^ $ 3730*3 333 3T3? a^nlfcd %3T t; 

3^ 5*7% *<333 3if3f3*m3?l3T7r 80 51313?* 333171 (4) «^73^ (iii) 5KT 333 SlfawT 30 33*3 317^ 777307 

'^Rl 333 WS (iii) ^ 33*313?^ 3Mf03T 313? ^ 7^3 "** A/73 f.MWii 7& 4**e 1^73^3 303**713 *31., 

^3^7 $TTT fa 3if7T3 33T 37^7%3 33 33lf3T3 *33? 30 7# 333 3WT 3?1 3Tf37jj33 3173* $ 1 

i , 37^3 

?ld *33 37 3TT3 777307 d **777* TOOT^TH 77*0 ^3307^3 33 ^37303 303*7713 %, 300^7 £171 37t?i*f031 313? 

3fcT3 %3 ^1^ ^3 3733*33 3313 *3>3T ^ ! 


1. (i) 3fta)jpr<* 33353 30 313 


(ii) 


7*03 


(ui) 3^«jl|pl«h 3T3? 30 tel 
(iv) 3731^3 307*30373 


7737*713 
^72^2 303%H , 

3f*sj*f03> ^3, dlHIdl-IV 1 3*77, 703-3*73151, 
3?77*^-^3t, %^l-^f*3^7, 7F37S7H-342001 

333.08 33T5 



1^3 371^ 77* 77*%31 ^ 7713 c hi4=hcrilM 30 7333 

HIM 

! 33 371^ 77* THT^dl ! 

*3373 


373313 3313 


?b3* ! 



j 2 33 3 

- 

- 

f3f03*ui 


013> 333*3 ^ 3731*33 : 92.05% 

H*3 $3 30 3f3?T3 














3801 


j w] H-T3TS 3(ii)] WR : ^5 16, 2007/sfrg 26, 1929 

(vi) ' 3 ^ 7 T fanIterffof 

*FT llftRTcl 

(vii) oJIbiIPw <ipi*l ^ 

(viii) mwiI^RI 

(ix) ateitfw wtet ^ ftftei wr m 

(Tifcr w*3) 

(x) ^qfK*Hl?M4*> RT fatel 'fliliAPl^ *M«il«i ^ 
fan fate* wh r* Itefa «ft Altera % (Tifa w? 3) 

(xi) ateilFrc* ^ ateR ftt *>t skaiPw Wt 

2. feaft dfaftP i * swf 3 diwim fan.i« *rc ^wm ft fri *p mM-i-u ama ^ 50% •$ ^ fon ^ «>a)PH. 

^ 5ft atoftfoir <rrata * ftflra vwi WFHam ♦, * ijroft 3 stoffil* *ft*’*'" ^ ^ 5ITO ^ rq * ra 
^M<!H4-f<-p|HI *R TJgf HftaV*Hl WT3 ^ 60% ^ m Rfflf ifrlT > '* 

3. *U^ fl facf TO ■# (tTR=tf 'Q&P 7#cT)> ^<ru^ cWt ^ ^tci ^Tq fq^t! 

m fSBRm, waij^R Traiifcftapi ^Pron* 5 ft aSW^wr wfwn tj «wh wpto # «H f ^ ^ ^ 

Profafta 3343 #1 

4. fatfv 1 SlJw, 2002 4ft 1. mam. 354 (at)1^^l^6^^^^(^)^ 1 ^*’ ,BI ^ TO; W { 2) ^ 
■afe^feRt 4ft$ H4.W g*4 fo tft aftatPre ^ * ftm-ppm-aftrtPwg d**r 50 % * aft* IfrSB tnfta 4# 4»ft 1 re 

fiftf^43 3n?rai^4t44r3 3rf^TF^3ispn3#i4*4tfptf '"‘ J1-f) '«* 1 

TOfft,ferf** 3W4I*wwmTPJ3**?*^^ ,rt ^' *' ,#ra ^*-'**^ m **' 

ST-JETR aropri ^ ’ 3 nrpn I 

^ sRnfa 4* ^im mi aarft 1 1 

7. ftwt tiafW H t£z ;4Rj<W 4<Krl44«t 1^5 ;-<Iu 44 fa, TO 3Wft ^^ A»l* HWf *T >l-»WH 

5tid 7^1 ftra srcfti <f 3m^7 aiftiPro, 1961 <am so g w ^ ^t-«iro (4) ^tss (iii) 3 .aRPfsmftn?^# 1 

Tft 3iPW!r3iHiPpnT, 1961 *ft«iro 80**4^-01714 (iii) ^ wrfamura^^^ 4 tftPi 4 . W^ft^Hi, 2002 ^ 
smrhf W W% ^RT artftlcT FRT I 

9. 3T^ ft ^11X3^11 J&Z V$ fH, 

aflr^n ^ faaft uSflfc'^n'^ i(t f^^TR ^ti, Rf^- 

(i) 3^ ^ mm m ^ mm m a^*f wf t^f mn t, $ *m ^ni/^^n ^ mm 

G^HlcfT ^q*ii *f ^ ^ 1 

(ii) 

i 1 

10 . -m ^wf Tmm ^ itbm* ^f ri te ^ %4u$i ( srafr) afe 

ifflf ^T iraim ate 3 T 3 ^n»l M ^ 3 TO (aroH ^Tftcft TOW) ^ TOifttfcr^^T 7 ft «fd<«Wwif 3 te aKTfcft 
WTOT ^ 1 m ateWRf ate amM w ^ tester w ^ nfii ^-^ntr «VPw ^rm uNfW, ^ 

stetfanteftntnn, wter.ftwft-ii *&-3?PRten 

11 . 3tejtf^^^ > 2°02^7nf^^ ^^ T a ifngw^r araft i 

3teter TO W7l 1^^ t I ^3* ^ ^ ^ 

» ^ tefff TI^TH ^ ^Wfqfe T» ^imR? r fa > w a^R? ^,2002 * frfter TO ^ ^ 

arfM^n Rft ^ wf ^ 31^^ ^ ^ * 1 


: 195^ 

: 1731.00 m3 
: W* 

: 1377.92 ?rrar 

: 31-3-2006 
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112. ^5 ^ ^ Art wr -m ^ 3t«rt *rfa«T af Tm tfpht 

(T«z? jo^iei 3 sn^pr "SPT STOW TTTI, sMfW *qwf ^ *») 3^IT ^RT ^TT I 

[3iftRJ^TB. 192/2007/TT. tf. 178/50/2007-311.^. ft.-I] 

<0h<*> 7 T T f ) 3RT Ufa 3 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 
(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1705.— Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Se ction 80-LA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a Scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas, M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, having Registered 
Office a Udyog Bhawan, Tilak Marg, Jaipur-302005 is developing an Industrial Park at Industrial Area Boranada-IV Phase, 
Village-poranada, Tehsil-Luni, District-Jodhpur, Rajasthan-342001; 

j And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/127/2005-IP&ID dated 20-10-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to 

• _ A. 


this notification; 

| Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, as an industrial park for the 
purpose s of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

j The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an industrial park by M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur. 

1. (i) ^ ame of the Industrial Undertaking : Rajasthan State Industrial Development & 

Investment Corporation Limited 

(ii) proposed location , Industrial Area Boranada-IV, Phase, 

Village-Boranada, Tehsil-Luni, 

District-Jodhpur, 

| Rajasthan-342 001 

(iii) ^rea of Industrial Park : 333.08 Acres 

(iv) proposed activities 


Nature of Industrial activity with NIC Code 


Section 


NIC Code 


Division 


Group 


A : 2&3 — — 


(v) percentage of allocable 
irea earmarked for 
Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable 
area earmarked for 
Commercial use 

(vii) ^/linimum numbers of industrial units 
(viii) total investments proposed 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(ix) investment on built up space for Industrial use 
(Amount in Rupees) 


Description 


Manufacturing 


92.05% 


195 Units 
1731.00 lakhs 
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(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including ; 1377.92 lakhs 

investment on built up space for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 31-03-2006 

2. The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of a Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. 

3. Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water stiffly and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for comthon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.0.354(E) 
dated the 1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more state or Central tax laws. 

5. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. The tax benefits under the Act, can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, shall continue to 

operate the Industrial Park during the period in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80IA of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. • 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub- section 4(iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation 

Limited, Jaipur, shall be solely responsible for any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, Jaipur, transfers the 
operation and maintenance of the industrial park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee 
undertaking), the transferor and transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Soretariat for 
Industrial Assistance, Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of 
the agreement executed between the transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11 . The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as.those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Rajasthan State Industrial Development & Investment Corporation Limited, 
Jaipur, fails to comply with any of the conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will Invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 192/2007/F. No. 178/50/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 

M fo#, 31 2007 

^T.arr. 1706 .—'srafa, 3rf%#fifrr,i96i (1961 ^ 43 ) *>t *mT80^P 

^t^-srrcr ( 4 ) (iii) stfo, 1997 iwrt, 2002 

193(3T) 30 1999 ^ ^ WT 1 1997 








3804 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA 26,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 


31 2O0|6 ^ ^ '*?®qT ^T.3ft 354(3?) TOW, dlfuM? 3?ft 3^lW -qiTfcrq ( itfcT 3?k 

TOfafa*jpj) 3Tf^^T3?f SRT 3fl*APl4> t?R? %5R| ftfifa ctf t; 

sty Tfta fafa&S, 97/tf, ferfa ^T, 6 ^ifar, ^tWMT, wffc-560 095 Ht W, 

^? U 17, io—25, 29, 43 sfft 44, 4<rdi\* ^Tt, ^TcflT wffc, ^Ffe-560 032 3 3 ^P l 4 ) W ^ 

ftrairm^TTpi; 

snt, ^ftr, ^ *<*>k 3, ^? srfv^n ^ 3?gw af^Had tw? 3?fc trt? =£ srvft ct«tt ^ 

5-12f2006 ^ ^ I?. 15/206/2005-3?!^ ^ ^ 3RFfa ^ ^ 3^H l fc,d f^TT t; 

|, «*&!«<, 3?ftrfw? ^ «TRT 80 ^ ^-KlTTr (4) ^ W5 (iii) ^RT 3T^rT Tlf^T? wti ^ 

W3>H, y.d^Rl '3^ WS (iii) ^'5F^3FfT«f sMfw^ ^ -fortf *gfa?T ^43 fdfH<i 4 , WKrfk 5 RI fa<*ffld cT«F 

3?g?^T xr^ly^rfdd ftn^irr ^ 3?f^f^r wt $ i 


3FJ*f 


?!? *!K3TO>r 3 ^^#T^37t^^r'!7T5^H fafats, 5RT 3? l fei)P l 4> W -nfecT faq ^ 3 ? ^h)44 

3I^R fcrxfi ^ I 

1- (i) TOi? : 9farT 9)4d<^ UT^g Mtl&S , 

(ii) 3Rm^TWT : t^T 'qi^f, ^ 7 ?. 17,20-25,29,43 3^44, 

i ^<rcii4< sOnriU Mfv-M-H *Micik, 










[*TT*T H-TTO 3(ii>] 
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4. fWF 1 3T$R, 2002 «FT.3TT. 354 (3T) 6 ^ 3R ^TTTO W 4 ftffe dTf$RFI ^ TOR (2) 4 

^>4ft IWSRfaRltf 

t*Rft ^T 3TOT 133? *TT TO 4 3?faff m 3T*RT 44!fa *R ^FJJT ^ TpftjR 4 ftR fa>4t 3T?R rT«TT f^FT TOT4 4 $ I 

5. <nmntb argRtorf fa^Tt ft^?T 4 r*N 414 ^ srt fofrfl to fa$*r stort arPraRft TOfa f^ strrt 

RR#? 4r 7 3T*RT TO TOU^ fa4t RTFJjT ^ 3RRfa fapfe ^ UlfW«l 4t TTTfRR i, ^ JPfrT TO ’aftRTSff t£ 

argRR arm 4 %rt *ttto i 

6. Slf^tjxni 4v 1 (vii) 4 faPiR 6 * 4wi "4 5«!»i^) 4> 3^«i)Pien RTR? 4 3Rft*RT $14 4 <JH<i'fl 4t W 3Tfaf*RR 

tfr 3RRfa RR TOP TJTRT ■■'$ 3SW54 $ I 

7 . 4r 4 ifom *h$h ftafats, wfa; <rt srcfa 4 3m afhritfro W r>t hrh?h ^n4 Ttshn far* arofa 4 

3TTTO 3?ft#RR, 1961 *ft TO 80 |Tf R>t '3TOTO (4) 4 TSfe (iii) 4 3RRf?T TOT faR44 4 I 

8. Rf^ afl4lfiR> rr? 4 tor 44 4'sr 3rf%Rj^RT R)'"for l (xi) 414^ firf4 4 to^ ^4 4 *ror faRR 44 t 4 
eft arorc arfafro, 1961 4 t to 80 4 RTRft " 3 RTO 4 (iii) sfafa toptoto 4 4 fan 44 tf*RT to? 4 ^ht, 2002 4 
afafa to arg^ter to tot arifan 4 rt i 

9. RS3r3*fo?T 3T^4tTOn 3^4344^44^ TO^Ik T^ft aff^lcTT ^ TrfcTflF^T ^ 

TOT 4 faw^R ^RT, Rft : 

(0 arrinn vn ftra4 3 twr n* 4 r? totr to 3rj4^t tot fro to i, 4 nro ^jto/^to ar«ra t 

A _p _\ 

d^m<4> ^=HI R *0 Rf in I 

(ii) ^nr tot a?lsiiPi4> rt 4 4t 3Rf44<i 43 4 ffcre4 fan 144t ®rt <jm*h 4 to 4 rf4 4 tor 14rt m 

*1 

*V A 

10. *lfi\4R4 ifrR^I 3n?42 firlfa&S, 4*Krft< (3Rf^3|*rK | J|4itlf <JM#)-H) 3TOPR> RRi ^»T RTOR alk 3R^JR 

for4t ^4 to (awf^smMTOR) ^4 swidRd ^n 4t ^‘(uuwdf aftr afcrM iwi’d^i ^ 

afdfeft TiM ^ #g PuMif^d tot yftr m 4« t n r » tort ^tor , 4^1Pi» 4tf4 afc wfp f^mr, to, 
f^wfl-ll ^81*1(11 Tpz 4^*W TO4 ^jf^cT^44 I 

1 l ^ arf^Rj^TT 4 ^ tot- , rt«t ^«ilPi4» -qraf -^^ 74 ?, 2002 4 vnftfR 3^ ^rt? ^r sr^qro ^ ar^r 

^ ^TH ftRT TOT ■?lTf?R ^ 3RRf?T TOT TO iTO ^ ^ I ^5 TOR 37g*4^f ^4 ^TRT ^ 'TOfl 

t 4 r 4 4Nm 4I4 ^r ^n?4z faf44s, TO?k aqhitPRr ^ TOf^r, 2002 4 farffcr ?r?ff 3 ?«rt w arf^ro ^4 «ft tt 4 
^4 <HjHKrH 4 aroro 7^4 I 

12. ^RRTO^ ^f4^l44^TOT4fTO 4r44t«R 3T«RT «T^RT4 W WHT 3TSRTfts4t 3^R 

cT^i efti si^srnR 4><4 4 3n4^f> 4>i ®rrrt < 5 * 11 , 34?A4rt mi<?> ^ ^4 ar4^ ^*11 4rt i 

[ 3Tf4^TT 4. 201 /2007/RTT. 4. 178/72/2007-3TT.^T. f4.-I ] 

Rf, 3WR ”R^R 


N<pw Delhi, the 31 st May, 2007 
(INCXKV1E-TAX) 

S.O. 1706. —Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a scheme for Industrial Park, by the notifications of die Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for the period 
beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1 st day of April, 2002, for the period beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31 st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Primal Projects Privatelimited, 97/B, 2nd Floor, 6th Biock Koramangala, Bangalore-560 095, is 
developing an Industrial Park at Pri Tech Park, Sy. No. 17,20—25,29,43 & 44, Bellandur, Varthur Hobli, Bangalore East 
Taluk, Bangalore, Kamataka-560 032; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter N6.15/206/2005-ID dated 5-12-2006 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the annexure to this 
notification; 
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f o w, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
entral Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Prinial Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, as an Industrial Park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXLRE 

the terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore. 

1. (i) Npne of the Industrial Undertaking : M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, 

(ii) Pijoposed location : Pri Tech Park, Sy. Nos. 17,20—25,29,43 & 44, 

Bellandur, Varthur Hobli, Bangalore East Taluk, 

‘ Bangalore, Kamataka-560 032 

(iii) Afea of Industrial Park: : 241620Sq.Ft. 

(iv) Pijoposed activities. 


Nature of Industrial acticvity with NIC code 


NIC Code Description 


Section 


Division 


Group 


Software supply services 


(v) Percentage of allocable : 95% 

arpa earmarked for 

Industrial use 

(vi) Percentage of allocable : 5% 

area earmarked for 

Commercial use 

(vii) Nfnimum number of industrial units : 05 Units 

(viii) Total investments proposed : 25,83,58,148/- 

(i^mount in Rupees) 

(ix) Investment on built up space for Industrial use : 18,12,15,000/- 

(j^mount in Rupees) 

(x) Investment on Infrastructure Development including : 23,11,15,000/* 

investment on built up space for Industrial use 

(/^mount in Rupees) 

(xi) Pijoposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 28-02-2006 

\ The minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cost. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for Industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project ccjst. 

3 Infrastructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for pommon use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. No single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the |1 st April, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose ajunit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

4. Necessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Investment Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, aiall be taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

Q. The tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 
Notification, are located in the Industrial Park. 

7. M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period 
in which tjie benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 
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8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of this notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-section 4{iii) of Section 80IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall be solely responsible for 
any repercussions of such invalidity, if— 

0) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another under taking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department 
of Industrial Policy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 alongwith a copy of the agreement executed between the 
transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. The conditions mentioned in this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adhered to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 
withdraw the above approval,in case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. 

12. Any amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, or 
failure on the part of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the industrial park. 

[Notification No. 201/2007/F. No. 178/72/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 


31 2007 

( STriTSiT ) 


■5R.3TT. 1707.—'31^ 371WT 1961 (1961 *FT43) CRFT 3TFt ^ 3TfafRRR W W t) *TKT 80 ^ 

(4) (iii) SITTSF^tT tyfrwT IRpT ^ ^ 7773717 ^ 1 3T^T, 1997 3^^377 <7*77 31^, 2002 

3Tf arafa ^ WIT 3713TT, 193 ( 37) f3R737 30 'm3, 1999 ^ cT*TT 1 3^, 1997 31 

■rH, 2006 373fa ^ TPSm ^rt.371 354(37) =£ *Tf*TT RTT3 7773>K, 31^7*7 sffc Sttp] HSlRrTR (3?hlflp73> ^ 3?h; 

) 3>t SHI 3?hsitfh37 R13i 3>t Plftfl 3Tfr 37fiT7jf3{T 3>t 

afk *73f37 ifaeT 97/^t, fgcfa UrT, 6 *?ff37, wfa-560 095 ^*R7T 4^ 3% 

4*ft ^37 sFT 77. 17, 20-25, 29, 43 3?fT 44, 4<*H\* *T*j7, %T^7 3%3R <77^37 3HW>-560 032 3 

sfhaftfrraF to? 33 Iwtt ^F7 tst t; 

3% 4U4K 3 7*77 37f*J^33l # ^f%7f%7 fW7 3?ft TO? $ 31*% qiflM 71*71 ^ 

ftTOT 10-04-2007 33 71. 15/136/2006-377$ ^ ^ 37^Pfe "3377 3ftgtf*T3> 373? 37^f^ 1373T #; 

373 ^TTfiriq'337T STfafWT^T? *7177 80*73737? 333177 (4) (iii) '517737^77*tf*R73?37T 3#!377^173,^57773777 

3d<vfiKI "33777§TS (iii) ^33?TO!*f sfeftfoF 373? ^^3 3^777? 5ll5$d fafH&S, SKI c7*7T 

33 33TfTO f3?3 7t 33<7 T337R *F? SlfaTjfTO 37777? f I 

37J777 

37 3T77I 4K«bK ^ ^777? tffaeT 37^^77 3T*3te ST7T aflfillPl# 7 lf3rT ^ 

r A 

W t^ptt t i 

1. (i) 3HatPw «FT RTR : ^777f #7^7 PnPits, 

(ii) 37T<TTfacl 7*7H : 4^777 4^ sf \t 4^1 iff ^ WR 77. 17, 20-25, 

29, 43 zfitl 44, $cW^7 ^*j7, 

^dU^-560 032 

(iii) 3f(a^f5P RT3? ^ : 5^4,406.68 
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4^ 4t ^ Rm sfhdtfaF 4>l4=Mm 377 V &! 

^ 4t flT?df fdjdKUj 


sFHU 




7TVdl| 


(v) aUfk Wl47 it fm, Wlfafi 3TR2^T sfo : 95% 

(vi) 'bufriRUqi *[fa ^Tlfem : 5% 

(vii) 3?|'iylfW <jpidl *^nctH Woqi : 04 

(viii) y*iiP<jd (TTf^T 4) : 60,50,78,150 

Ox) <# f^i t^f1% ^*7R V? f&m ; 52/44,07,000 

(7lf?lW4) 

(x) 3*qW<jq'iicH«l> fdT4»1$ XR 144^1 frW*) aftsilPiqs *r 44! 4t : 58,78,07,000 

Hind T< 144$T 4t 4#llf*4d i (TflTT W7 4) 

()d) 3?l«ipL RT3> 4t 3F7TH Ft4 ITRTTf^T 444 ; 28-2-2006 

2 . J'hI 3ilWlPiq. T n^f'4‘ SRRU^di R7 ^dciH f44?T ^7 cTTHTT ^ 50% 7 t •gfaT I 44 3 tVl)PH> 

^ ^ a^T ^^ TT <4 f^ f^ t, 4t wt 3 aMfw WT 4t twn ^ <4t <ro TrfFd 

a^R^rr T R =*£73*7 734 ^eT mP< 4I*H7 ?IPm it 60% 4 "qPT 'RFt ^FTT I 

3. 77RRT Pq=t>m 4 7TF37 (W+ r R337 TTfFTT), ^Td'rjfa cT«R 4t^, ^fPcT 7ft*RT TjfemT, ^fdd>14 4zcf3f , f^cT 
7?d W Tr q t^RHT, ^rm^R WI 44t 3PT ^TTT 4t 3lW*|* 3il 4*dN WTRT <4 1^ $ 4t q7 f b | fcj4, 4 
frofaifa 1RJ377 f I 

4 ‘ ^‘’ 1|ch 1 a?^T, 2002 3>t ^>T.3?T. 354 (37) 4t ‘Uiuiqj 6 4> 7TR ^{«iy> (73) 4 Pd(^t*i dlPd«M dddM ( 2 ) 4 

^Uaa^ q^^Tff3Rff a^ejlPl* ^377 50% 3 a*f^ %7777 «nf4r ^Ff I^TTTWTT^ 

^T 3TT?R ^ '4T R3T 4 37fV37 TR4 3T«T^T qj-sCh "3R q>i*ji ^ yql^H ^ f^rri f^f| ^7 cfuq-^l R t I 

5 * 31 ^ qch a^pCTt^Tl PdiA ^ ?RT fq^[) ¥rR5J tR%T 3?8^r ^Pddml MHdlq t^?T 3T8T^T 

P'-'Jid I qr 3484^1 ^84T TO y^d fqidl ^T-Ji ^ 3T^pfa fqP’lRqi 34TfWW *ft ?nfHd t, qf^ IT^tT ■Rtfd rPRT ^ 

ar^HH 3TePT V ftp?r 'WTT I 

6 * ^ 1 (vii) t( fR^n t( ^i^rf ^ srteitfw ^ ^ toft # srfirfwr 

<£ 3F^l 3R jelTR ¥l ^ I 

7. ^4 ypHei yl^q^H y|^4c PdPM^«, ^d1< "3R 34^4 ^ alfejtfw Tf]^f ^T MeR ‘3^ R§PTT I^RT 3Roff«r ^ 
arf^m, 1961 ^ m 80 9 ^^ (4) (iii) ^ aRP^^m%T?^ 11 

8 - ^ 3 ^P |et> 1 wf» ^ aTrw ^ ir sift^jqn ^ 1 (xi) "4' t?rf«T 77 tt^o^ ^ PddH ^tt i 

c4 arfe^m, 1961 80^^^t^?tM4 (iii) ^ ar^fcr iir<t ^rr% ^ 1 ^ 3^rfw ^ncff ^sptt, 2002 ^ 

arcpfa ^tt si^Tt^T wg sfifm it* n t 

ar^T a4«4 it -m*n slk 4 tt4 smz fmzz, wr?h 47ft ^ f^ft -zMm ^ fm, 

RRT Ft t^P-4^ f4tt, qP\- 

(i) raffed TR Pi«oi) anVR ^7 ^ liwK ^RT 37^4t^T 77H feT "R^Tf t, 4’ WcT T^HT/TJ^TT 3R«T^T q>PdM^ 

jd«4R73T TJW^T Ft I 

(ii) 4F 3 =ki ait^lPiq) Hiq[ ^ 34qfVlfd 4<J "t 1 f^RT 5 ^ Icm 3i^nl^d fq>*fl 37^4 3Hsdq it TR 4 T TF<4 Ft "SRpT f^RTT 

ii. . 
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10. qftTfcrcf tfinu wfo ( 3 wf^ 3 Hw^if iwr) 3 foftftv W qarara* afa 

^ TIP (3raf ^'dftcft 3WT) ^ BWUlflfl ^TT smrq^TTf 3^ *«h«n»i ^ WnxWif 3?ft 

3nrfrcfr'3Ti3fr*T ^ ■af^ 1^®qif^?T ^*tr “a*»t Tif«T ^ ^n«r adtaftftsr w*rcn «fa«uw4, dlWiPw-^ffir ata^fatftftrcPL’airbT ’w*r,^ 
fcwfl-11 4*l*wfl<rKll *18l4dl ^fts ^ tjf^n l 

11. ^T aftqtffa) Wl^T, 2002 Tpff *>T aq^qj^R ^ 3TCfa 

■% ^krrtoT ^IHI ^iffeU ftRT^ ftn* FT ^ 3TCPft W* STRTftn* t I ^ UTOTT 3q$RT 3*3*^ ^ ^ TRitft 

t ^?ft ■forcf tfftR y)^=K^ 3 n?$z ftrftts, ■aprcffo ^iilPids ‘qrc? ^ta, 2002 3 faftfa aqsrar ^r aqftHj^T ^ ftoft «ft Titf 

^ ST^TT^R 3 3TOTO w $ 1 

12. ^ ^ SFjqftq ^ ft^T sM+i »RR $ ftr*n w *ft 7T?ftR &*m *lftT=T MWHl 3T«WT ftitft 

cTS^r ^T ^ 3TT^7 =F>T 3TCR^T ^TT, ^flstf 3 !^ 'TR? ^ aq^qftq ^Ft 3^%J *RT ^TT I 

[3rf^ERT^, 202/2007/ T Fl U 178/73/2007-ft.-13 

^tW*Ff, 3W <rlf^q 


New Delhi, the 31st May, 2007 


(INCOME-TAX) 

S.O. 1707.—Whereas the Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section 
(4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), has framed and notified 
a scheme for industrial park, by the notifications of the Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce and Industry 
(Department of Industrial Policy and Promotion) vide number S.O. 193(E), dated the 30th March, 1999, for die period 
beginning on the 1 st day of April, 1997 and ending on the 31st day of March, 2002 and vide number S.O. 354(E) dated the 
1st day of April, 2002, forthe period beginning on the 1st day of April, 1997 and ending on die 31st day of March, 2006; 

And whereas M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, 97/B, 2nd Floor, 6th Block Karamangala, Bangalore-560 095, is 
developing an Industrial Park at Campus 4A and 4B, Pri Tech Park, Sy. No. 17,20-25,29,43 & 44, Bellandur, Varthurffobli. 
Bangalore East Taluk, Bangalore, Kamataka-560032; 

And whereas the Central Government has approved the said Industrial Park vide Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry letter No. 15/136/2006-ID dated 10-4-2007 subject to the terms and conditions mentioned in the ahnexure to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby notifies the undertaking, being developed and being maintained and operated by 
M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, as an industrial park for the purposes of the said clause (iii). 

ANNEXURE 

The terms and conditions on which the approval of the Government of India has been accorded for setting up of 
an Industrial Park by M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore. 

1. (i) Name of the Industrial Undertaking, Campus 4A and 4B : M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, 

(ii) Proposed location Campus 4 A &4B, Pri Tech Park, Sy. 

No. 17,20-25,29,43 & 44, Bellandur, 

Varthur Hobli, Bangalore East Taluk, 

Bangalore, Kamataka-560032. 

(iii) Area of Industrial Park : 5,24,406.68 Sq. Ft 


(iv) Proposed activities: 




Nature of Industrial activity with NIC code 



NIC Code Description 

S.No. 

Section 

Division Group Class 

A 

8 

89 892 8922 Software supply services 


(v) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for : 95% 

Industrial use 







3810 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA 26,1929 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


5% 

04 Units 
60,50,78,150/- 

52,44,07,000/- 

58,78,07,000/- 

28-02-2006 


(vi) Percentage of allocable area earmarked for 

commercial use 

(vii) Minimum number of industrial units 
(viii) Total investments proposed 

(Amoiint in Rupees) 

Ox) Investment on built up space: for Industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

00 Investment on Infrastructure Development including 

investment on built up space for industrial use 

(Amount in Rupees) 

(xi) Proposed date of commencement of the Industrial Park 

2. Tlfe minimum investment on infrastructure development in an Industrial Park shall not be less than 50% of the 
total project cojst. In the case of an Industrial Park which provides built-up space for industrial use, the minimum expenditure 
on infrastructure development including cost of construction of industrial space, shall not be less than 60% of the total 
project cost. ! 

3. In restructure development shall include, roads (including approach roads), water supply and sewerage, common 
effluent treatment facility, telecom network, generation and distribution of power, air-conditioning and such other facilities 
as are for comi non use for industrial activity which are identifiable and are provided on commercial terms. 

4. N<) single unit referred to in column (2) of the Table given in sub-paragraph (b) of paragraph 6 of S.O. 354(E) 
dated the 1 st A pril, 2002, shall occupy more than fifty percent of the allocable industrial area of an Industrial Park. For this 
purpose a unit means any separate and distinct entity for the purpose of one and more State or Central tax laws. 

5. Niscessary approvals, including that for foreign direct investment or non-resident Indian investment by the 
Foreign Invest nent Promotion Board or Reserve Bank of India or any authority specified under any law for the time being 
in force, shall l)e taken separately as per the policy and procedures in force. 

6. Ti e tax benefits under the Act can be availed of only after the number of units indicated in Para 1 (vii) of this 

Notification, aj e located in the Industrial Park, 

7. M s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall continue to operate the Industrial Park during the period 
in which the benefits under clause (iii) of sub-section (4) of Section 80-IA of the Income-tax Act, 1961 are to be availed. 

8. In case the commencement of the Industrial Park is delayed by more than one year from the date indicated in 
Para 1 (xi) of t! is notification, fresh approval will be required under the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002, for availing benefits 
under sub-secti on 4(iii) of Section 80-IA of the Income Tax Act, 1961. 

9. The approval will be invalid and M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, shall be solely responsible for 
any repercussions of such invalidity, if 

(i) the application on the basis of which the approval is accorded by the Central Government contains wrong 
information/misinformation or some material information has not been provided in it. 

(ii) it is for the location of the industrial park for which approval has already been accorded in the name of 
another undertaking. 

10. In case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, transfers the operation and maintenance of the 
Industrial Park (i.e., transferor undertaking) to another undertaking (i.e., the transferee undertaking), the transferor and 
transferee shall jointly intimate to the Entrepreneurial Assistance Unit of the Secretariat for Industrial Assistance, Department 
of Industrial Po icy and Promotion, Udyog Bhawan, New Delhi-11 along with a copy of the agreement executed between the 
transferor and transferee undertaking for the aforesaid transfer. 

11. Tlie conditions mentioned in.this notification as well as those included in the Industrial Park Scheme, 2002 
should be adheied to during the period for which benefits under this scheme are to be availed. The Central Government may 

withdraw the above approval in case M/s. Primal Projects Private Limited, Bangalore, fails to comply with any of the 
conditions. ] 

12. Arty amendment of the project plan without the approval of the Central Government or detection in future, oi 
failure on the p^rt of the applicant to disclose any material fact, will invalidate the approval of the Industrial Park. 

[Notification No. 202/2007/F. No. 178/73/2007-ITA-I] 
DEEPAK GARG, Under Secy. 
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ftWft, 31 2007 


(Department of Economic Affairs) 
(BANKING DIVISION) 


w.air. 1708.—■qtefa *R*FR,TraTO (mi wait? 
VI ' ^ FTt ' i ftm V^l) frRTR, 1976 i tor 10 aMfn-MH 
(4) =f) ^ TT3R3 fhVFT ^ 3c^i< T& 

#*Tf tW *> PinRiRad +>\4m it, Hi 80 

VfcTCTRT 3 H^t 3 Hi m TO TO 

^RT 'ftPlf 3lftl^f%RT 

4 e M*fK P\Wfl, 

17-^t, 

Mm 

[mu 11013(01 )2007-1W-2] 
Tmf, ttm (ttrto) 

New Delhi, the 31 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1708.—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 
10 of the Official Language (Use for Official Purposes of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby 
notifies the following office under the Board of Central 
Excise & Customs, Department of Revenue, the 80% staff 
whereof have acquired the working knowledge 
of Hindi :— 

Commissioner of Service Tax Delhi, 

17-B, IJP. Estate, 

IAEA House, 

New Delhi 

[F. No. 11013(01 )2007-Hindi-2] 
MADHU SHARMA, Director (OL) 
(anftfat ftmT) 

(ifnfcji uhhi ) 
fs^rfl , 4 2007 

UJT.31T. 1709.-<l^<hd^ 

) FSrffa, 1970/1980 3 ^'3<?TO$ (l)3?h;TO5 8 

i (i) i to? urf^r TOft (tor# m 
37#*! 3TOT) 1970/1980 i RRT 9 i RWR 

3 ^ tos (9f?) SRi TO viPw4T m 
TO3RR, q^S Rl, RRcfa # Wftf 3 Tf. 

dg>qdT (TOT fcrf^T—27-06-1952 ) IN? ^ ^ 

RTO* i mRR W°T TO4 R>t aifloi ^ 

i arafa i fan afft/arasT am^ sit&t<rf, 4t 
it , im $sf ^ srtot tjr w Ph<vi4> ^ to i 
frigm i 

[m U 9/24/2006-^-1] 

^ft. fife. 


New Delhi, die 4th June, 2007 

S. 0.1709.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, jnconsultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Dr. K.C. 
Chakraborty (DoB : 27-06-1952) Chairman & Managing 
Director, Indian Bank as Chairman & Managing Director, 
Punjab National Bank for a period of five years from the 
date of taking over charge and/or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/24/2006-BOI] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

M ft*#, 4 ^T, ‘ 2007 

m.3R. i7io.-n^^f‘a3N> (™^) 

1970/1980 it TOS 3 ^ ^RSF5 (1) 3?fc TO5 8 i 
im ( i ) i to? -qfet H (TORtf m sfpfa 
-TC«r TOT*f) arfVfmR, 1970/1980 i tmf 9 i 

rtot 3 it tos C*) sm to viflki ; 4 T m iFftn wft 

i&te W<*iK, Hdqpw , RRrfa tq» ^ ,7RPWf $ ?ft 
" an#n7^RR^r?r (^ f^-23-09-1952) 

"3^ {I?“1 t hl 

^ Rfq apf 3ft ^ sn^r tfH iw», ^ 

iTRzdit, stWw ^ zm mmf it TO 

^ ^7 4f ftTO f i 

[m -R. 9/24/2006-^3^-1] 

V • f i : 

it. it. 1m 

New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. O. 1710. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 Of die Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8. of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, in consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Alok 
Kumar Misra (DoB: 23-09-1952) presently Execitive Director, 
Canara Bank as Chairman & Managing Director, Oriential 
Bank of Commerce for a period of five years from the date 
of his taking charge of the post and/or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/24/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
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4 ^T, 2007 

^T.#rr. i7ii,~xT ^ T f> ~ d $37 (3333 3 $ v#f 
1970/1980 tSwZ 3 ‘S'lmS (1) a$* 

8 $ ‘ Rm5 ( 1) $ 3T3 -qfecT $ 3>'3)lfl 373$ (ZWTf 
STSfa T$ «iq^w|) 3TfVf^nrR, 1970/1980 3$ 3RT 9 3$ 
3 W*X (37) ^ TO *lf3^‘37T R$3 37*^ $q;, 
^gKI, 3R$3f^$37$RTO $ 

(3 3 firf$~20-10-1950) 3$HH $ TJ3$ $37 $ 
1 3$ ZR3> R3HR HPT 37*$ 3$ 3rfa§r $ 3$* 

31 3t^t 2010 m awft^ $ arfferaf^cn 3 $ 333 ^ 

I 3RT$ 3TP&T $$ 337, 3ft $ 33$ $, $S33 
3^T#3T i 37 <$ 3?m R3 TO f^VI* $ 33 $ f^SRT 
37*$ $ I 

[m R. 9/24/2006-^3^-1] 

| 3ft. $. fW, Z3-3rf$R 

| New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. O 1711.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (i i) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980 the Central Government, in consultation with 
the Reserve: Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri S.A. Bhat 
(DoB: 20-10-1950) presently Executive Director, UCO Bank 
as Chairma n & Managing Director, Indian Overseas Bank 
from the d ite of his taking charge of the post and up to 
31st October, 2010 i.e. the date of his superannuation and/ 
or until furl her orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/24/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

! 

j 

3$ f^ft, 4 ^T, 2007 

V 

*>T.3T. 1712.-*l*$q$d $37 (WR R3 U#f 
1970/1980 -$15*5 3 $ 3qm5 (1)3$* 
mSS^^mS (1) $*n*?Rf33$3737T$37q$ 

3ST 3I#f tj$ 3 TcTRT) 3lfafTO, 1970/1980 3$ 3RT 9 3$ 
^T3KT 3 $ ms (37) gKl TO TlfTOf 37T TOl 3RH 13*, 
'*'*}<* RT37*, 33^5RT, *3*$3 1*3f$ $37 $ 333$ 3 $ $3. 
RR. l^RTiR (3RT tMR—15-03-1950) $37 $ 

3>T4Hi<n«n f. $1337 3ft 333R 3^ 37T^ 3$ $ 3$* 

31-3-2010 337 aroftT ■3P? $ TO3f$TT 3$ 33^ ^3$ 37*ft 
3^R/3f 333$ 3TT37I $$337, 3$ $ TO $, $^33 $37 $ 

3$ 333 P$¥I3> $^3$ f3^33 37*cft t I 

[RtT. 3. 9/24/2006-3t37t-I] 
i 3 ft. $t. f3$ 7jtr-Trf33 


New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. O. 1712.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, imeonsultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri M.S. 
Sunderarajan (DoB: 15-03-1950) Executive Director, Indian 
Bank as Chairman & Managing Director, Indian Bank from 
the date of taking over charge and upto 31-03-2010 i.e. the 
date of his superannuation and/or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/24/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

4 "^3, 2007 

37T.3TT. 1713.-TP$t3fcT $37 <3333 R3 mN 
3333) TRfa, 1970/1980 $ m§ 3 $ 33m5 (1)3$* 
ms 8 $ RTm? (1) $ TfT3 3^3 $373TRt 373$ (Z3373f ' 
37T 3T$3 T*3 33T33) a$3f333, 1970/1980 3ft 3TTT 9 3$ 
"333RT 3 3o mS (37) ^RI 333 3lf333f 37T 33t3 377$ 
3^3 *R^R, TTd^KI, 3T*3t3 $37 7$ WT^f $ $t zf. 

RR. HKN u l i Hl4l (3FTfdf3-18-05-1949) ^fS33 3^37*fr3 
$37 =£ 3T^3^f Tj$ 333 fd$7T37 37) Z33^ 333R 3mT 37T7 3$ 
31$7I $ 31-5-2009 337, 373f^ 33 $ 3Tf33f$3T 37) 3TT5 

37)$ 31 373$ 37$7T 337, 3? $1 3S$ I7t, $37 3337 

^R3T ^ R3 33$ f3^T37 $ ^ $ fr^33 37Tcft $ I 

[RT. $. 9/24/2006-3t$t-I] 
3$. 3f. fm, 73R-3f33 
New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S. O. 1713.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, in consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri T.S. 
Narayansami (DoB : 18-05-1949) Chairman & Managing 
Director, Indian Overseas Bank as Chairman & Managing 
Director, Bank of India from the date of taking over charge 
and upto 31-05-2009 i.e. the date of his superannuation 
and/or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/24/2006-BO-I] 

G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 








[3RII-1Sr»F 3(ii)]. 3Tftr33Tfa33 :^T16, 2007/^26, 1929_3813 


2007 

*»T.3*T. 1714.-TP$33>F $37 (TO H3 WM 
3333) PlftR, 1970/198G # ^SP»F 3 iiW (1) 3?ft 
^F 8 ^3 3 3FF (1) 3» (<W*mK 

37T arsN upr 3RRU|) 3Tfaft!33, 1970/1980 3ft 3RT 9 3ft 
333R! 3 ^ 3FF (37) FRT 933 ¥lf4d4T 3>T 99ftl 3Rft $3, 
R(3>R, iRVq$K1, ^1(414 frjpf $37 ^ WRf $, 3 ^rt 
$ 3> ^ H8I5I433> 9ft .3T$. 3^ (3=3ftlfa : 30-12-1950) 
3ft 33^ 333R W*T 3Rft 9ft mOsi $ 3?ft 3R# 30^*1 Fft.. 
33T9TF33ft SPfftfflte 3ft 3*1$, 31 ft©***, 2010 337, 

3ft *ft33^ ft, 22050-500-24050 F. ^ $39919 $^fft99 
$37 3#p cfc m&\+ (<*l4meW fa4*M7*ft 

F*t $ 93 9 rf $ 3) ^ FR $ fTg33 3Rtft t I 

[m R. 9/21/2006-$teft-I] 
$t1ft. ftlF, OTRf33 
New Delhi, tiiie 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 1714.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of .the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous. Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/198Q, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri T.Y. Prabhu, 
(DoB : 30-12-1950) General Manager, Canara Bank, as a 
whole time director (designated as Executive Director) Union 
Bank of India in the pay scale of RS. 22050-500-24050 from 
the date of his taking over charge of the post and until 
further orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up 
to 31st December, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F, No. 9/21/2006-BO-I) 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 1715.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub- 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
^(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Barit of India, hereby appoints Shri AlbertTauro, 
(DoB : 11-3-1951) General Manager, Canara Bank, as a 
whole time director (designated as Executive Director) 
Central Bank of India in the pay scale, of Rs. 22050-500- 
2405© from die date of his taking over charge of the post 
and imtil further orders or till the dateof his superannuation 
i.e. up to 31 st March, 2011 whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/21/2Q06-BO-I] 
G. B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

9$fkR?ft, 6^p, 2007 

35T.3TT. 1716.—$* ( 999 T^*99ft*f 3399) 
Tzftn, 1970/1980 T3H»F 3 ^39911*5 (1) 3ftT9PJF8^ 
^TQFg (i) ^ ft** ■qfea 9ft# Uq*# %r snsfr 
99 3TOT) 1970/1980 9ft 9RI 9 3ft FWO 3 ^ 

W*S (37) -gRT TO Flfa# 9>T 3#T 9R$ £^^#9RRFR, 
M.dSgK I, 9R?ft9 $97 ^ W# $, 3ftft9SR $97 RftF 
9fliRf ^ 360*33 97 9ft, % foWfoWH (3F9 filfa : 3-6-1949) 
9ft 333ft 939RIHR! 9Rft 3ft fllftSI $ 3R# 3#9T Ffft 

m 91 399 ft atftwftRT 3ft asrg, swftf 30 ^9 ,2009 997 , 3 ft 
tft 1ft, 22050-500-24050 '£$93919$ £F39 $F £ 
( 4, | 4MH4> £ FR $ MAHlfHd) £ 

FR ft iH^<W 9R?ft F t 

[m R. 9/21/2006-$teft-I] 

$t$t i'wfaq 


, 6 ^ 1 , 2007 

^ir.atr. I7is.- <t^l4f» iNr (iwr^3 3u4 ^) 

33ftR, 1970/1980 ^ W*S 3 ^ (1) 8 # 

(i) ^ ■rw 3fed lf3>^ i ft 3rq4t ar#r 

T& 3 ftRR) 3tft#T3R, 1970/1980 ^ 3RT 9 3ft "33^ 3 ^ 
73^ (37) FRT 313 tT VlPw4f 3JT 33ftT 3Rft ^?ft3 ^R35R, 

^d*y5Kl, RRcf^ P^cf ^ stl^f 4, ^Rl '$3> ^ 
R9T93337 9ft TtfRi ZRjft (^3 ftrftr ; 11-03-1951) 3ft 
F337 333R HPT 3Rft 3ft 3Rta 'ft 3^ 3RT^ 3fl4*T Flft 33T 
3TF33ft3Tft?3f%^3f^, 31^31 Rt4, 2011F?F, 3ft ^ 
3Fft Fl, 22050-5.00-24050 ?. ^ 4tH3H ^ ^3> 3/far 

if&n 'i>jklRrl«6 R^I4> (4»l4mH3> 13^137 4f 

35RltR3) 3^ FR ftf 13^33 3Rtft i I 

[33. -R. 9/21/2006-3l3ft-I] 


New Delhi, thefrth June, 2007 
S.O. 1716.—In exercise of the powers conferred 

by clause (a) of subsection (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub- 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, die Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of .India, hereby appoints 
Shri A. Subramanian, (DoB: 3-6-1949) General Manager, 
Oriental Bank of Commerce, as a whole time Director 
(designated as Executive Director) Indian Bank in the pay 
scale of Rs. 22050-500-24050 from the date of his taking 
over charge of the post and until further orders or till the 
date of his superannuation i.e. up to 30th June, 2009 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.NO.9/21/2006-BO-I] 


^sft. 4t. fRS, F3Rf33 


G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


2646 Gt/07—6 
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EEC 


3^ 6 7^3, 2007 

JT.3TT. 1717.—$3>" (33333 yeft|of dy«(>q) * 
970/1980 3 qfr’F TOT n S ' (1) aft* ia"F 8 ^ 

(i) ^ *qf3cr $37roft 373 $ (fwhT to srsfa 
TI T) arfftfWT, 1970/1980 3ft «TRT 9 3ft 3W3 3 ^ 

F) SRI TO3 Vjf^td4V 3)13J$W 3R$ ^$3 *R37R, 

3Rd)4 tt^pf $3> ^ WTCf ft W $37 ^ 

37 ?ft ftt 3£T. TITO* (^Rrfirfft :. 8-10-1951) 3ft 
>tr inm ^f|- cnfNsr ^ ftft 3 rt$ 33^1113337 
r 3 ft 333 , 3wf^3l'awgpR,-20ll 337,ftf 

Ft, 22050-500-24050 % ^ ft ft33 $37 
37 (TO$HkrM> f3^?T3> ^ft TO! ft M4HlfHd) 

RJ33 377$ $ I 

[TO. ft. 9/21 /2006-^tsft-I ] 

ftt. $t ffti, Frorfror 
New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

O. 1717.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
; e (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
lies (Acquisition, and Transfer of Undertakings) 
70/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub- 
(1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
ement and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
80, the Central Government, after consultation with 
rve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri D. L. Rawal, 
-10-1951) General Manager, Punjab National Bank, 
ile time Director (designated as Executive Director) 
Sank in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-500-24050 from 
of his taking over charge of the post and until 
irders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up 
)ctober, 2011 whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/21/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

3$ 6 3J3, 2007 

r.3JT. 1718. - 71^13$ d $37 (3331ift 3J3ftft W1) 
>70/1980 $7TOF3 ( 1) ftfc 730F 8 $ 

(1) $ 733 3f33 $37371$ 3ft$ (F3TO$ TO 3T$3 
3) 3?f«rf333, 1970/1980 3ft 3RF 9 3ft ^TmTT 3 $ 

*) 'gTTT TO3 3Tf33$f TO WfT 3773 7R37R, 

3R$3 f73$ $37 $ WT$ ft $37 aflftr «r§W $ 

F ?ft 3 . ftt. 3RTO357 (3PTfclf3 j 10-12-1950) 3ft 
m Tm 377$ 3ft 3T$13 ft 3$7 33371 lift 337 

3rf$3f$3T 3ft 33^, 3T8tfd; 31 f31R37, 2010 337, aft 
Ft, 22050-500-24050 3. $ ^dHHH ft $37 3337 
T^13) $$7137 (3>l$Hk-H» fft$7T37 ft 7*3 ft 
> ft ft fftj33 377$ t i 

[TO. ft. 9/21/2006-ftftf-I] 
ftt. $. fftF, FWf$3 


New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 1718. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri A, D. Parulkar, 
(DoB: 10-12-1950) General Manager, Bank of Baroda, as a 
whole timeDirector (designated as Executive Director) Bank 
of India in the pay scale of RS. 22050-500-24050 from the 
date of his taking over charge of the post and until further 
orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up to 
31stDecember, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.9/21/20Q6-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

3f 6 ^T, 2007 

371.33. 1719. -7F$3f3 $37 (33$ S3ftft 77333 ) 
^ftfa, 1970/1980 ft 7TOF 3 ft F37sPJF (1) 3$7 g ^ 
FTtTOF (1) ft 733 $33 $37371$ 3$$ (FWTf TO 3F$T 

37373 ) srfafrm, 1970/1980 3ft 3RT 9 3ft f3*tri 3 ft 

(37) 5R1 TOtT ?rfad4y To 33bT 3T7F 7TTTO7, 

"<n\SK!, HRcft3 $37 ^ TOTTOf ft, $37 SlftF ffe31 ^ 
3FT93337 aft ^cft?T (TOq fcrfft : 26 -2-1950 ) 37l 

TO^TR TTF'Jl 377$ 37T ft 3TR 3TT$TO Ftft 337 
3T 33371 3ftft3l$3T 3ft 3TT^, 3P>ft^ 28 3773$, 2010 337, ft) 
ftt 3F^ Ft, 22050-500-24050 3. ^ $333FT ft $37 3TR7 
3^31 ^ 1 ^f37Tlftt37 fft$Y137. (37lftW37 fftft?T37 eft ^7 ft 
TO3Tfft3) 3^ TOT ft Ift^TO 373$ t f 

[ TO. ft. 9/21 /2006-fttaft-1 ] 
ftt. $t. fftF, 3TOrfft3 
New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S. O. 17 19. — In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 

1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with the 
Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Satish Chander 
Gupta,, (DoB: 26-2-1950) General Manager, Bank of India, 
as a whole timeDirector (designated as Executive Director) 
Bank of Baroda in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-500-24050 
from the date of his taking over charge of the post and until 
further orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e - . up 
to 28th February, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/21/2006-BO-Ij 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 
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New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 


j 6 'jJH, 2007 

3FT.3TT. 1720.-TT^^P 34 (TO** 4 U4*f 
5TOT) *4*T, 1970/1980 4 13*5 3 4 33-13*5 (1) sft X 
13*3 8 4 53-13*5 (1) 4 RWlfeft faq n ft 44 (33sFft* 
33 spsfa xrg afcRq) 444*3, 1970/1980 4 3RT 9 4 
4H^KI 3 4 13*5 (3>) 5RT 33<3 444 33 43 3T*ft fgl, 
443 3*33*, 

sfar 333? sTs<M 4 HBiy^’V^T 4 4.4. offtKT (3p* ffifa: 
14-4-1950) 4 *r 4 wnr Tm 34 4 nrfhsr 4 aft* 
3*4 334 4 33? 3T 3d<*i) 3Tf34fdl 4 33^, 3Tqf^ 30 
3T^T, 2010 33?, 4 4 3*4 4, 22050-500-24050 5. 4 
<4 ihm 4 iJ3ft ^N? 4 'jwT«#»iRri«t» (=m4hi<!1'*> 

4 5?3 3 3344 ) 4 53 4 f4j33 3Rcft ftl 

[33. *?. 9/21 /2006-44-I ] 

4.4. t*ng, aq q faq 

New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

S.O. 1720. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
197(yi 980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India hereby appoints Shri V.K. Dhingra, 
(DoB : 14-4-1950) General Manager, Union Bank of India, 
as a whole time director (designated as Executive Director) 
UCO Bank in die pay scale of Rs. 22050-500-24050from the 
date of his taking over charge of die post and until further 
orders or till the date of his superannuation i.e. up to 30th 
April, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

(F. No. 9/21/2006-BO.I] 
G B. SINGH,Dy. Secy. 
3$ 144, 6^3, 2007 

^JT.STT. 1721.—!l*$3<J>d 3f«h (4l 1(3 y«bM aw* 

)*3ft*7, 1970/19804*3*5 3 453-13*5 (1)4*151*58 

453-13*5 (!) 4*n*i 3f33 &m>iO 3?34 (<jm*hY 33 
3T3fa U$ 4^*1) 44333, 1970/1980 4 3RT 9 4 3WT 

3 4 *5*5 (3?) ?T*T 333 tnHwqT 33 TOfrl 3Rft ^, 443 
R*33*, 3333RT, 3T*cft3 1*3$ ftfc 4 3*T3*f ^ $533 4?F 4 
3513333 ? 4 minted 4 (*rt frifa : 26 - 7 - 1950 ) 4 

■iddi 35*1 3>t dfftlS *1 4* 3T34 4% ci^>, 

3T534 441% 4 sn%, ^ai$, 2010 33 ?, 4 

4 3*4 4, 22050-500-24050 4 $dH3W 3 Wl ^FTPT 

^M?4 P4vi3» (^) 1 i4hici<^> Pi^fi<t>45 ; 34 ) 

fd^dd 3r*4 fl 

[33. IT. 9/21/2006-44-1] 
4.4.1*4, 5344? 


S.O. 1721. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, 
sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
die Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Jag Mohan 
Garg, (DoB: 26-7-1950) General Manager, Indian Bank as 
a whole time director (designated as Executive Director) 
Punjab National Bank in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-500- 
24050 from the date of his taking over charge of the post 
and until further orders or till the date of his superannuation 
i.e. up to 31 st July, 2010 whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/21/2G06-BO-I] 

G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

fa&T R3TH3 

(4. 4 4 toft) 

3fftp4, 25 3^ 2007 i 

W.31T. 1722.-*T3Rte 4fa4 (WT»T 

T3R afrftrftm, 1948 (1948 414) 4 «rm 2 ^ 

(*F) 4 3T^R*T 44N TWiK y,d^SKI RTRT ^TT 

<M<|dr«5fra , 4 r 4k, mw* 4 25-5-2007 

"ft 1TTFPRF 4ftr4 3TfV«ftl^l ^ cm 4 «h<^l ^TJTf^^a ^1 

[*i 4-4330/01/2006] 

(4^0 

MINISTRY OT EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
' (CP.V. Division) 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2007 
S. O. 1722.— In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 

Section 2 ofthe Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorise Smt. Om Kaur, Assistant in the Embassy 
of India, Muscat to perform the duties of Assistant 
Consular Officer with effect from 25th May, 2007. 

[No. T. 4330/01/2006] 
PRITAM LAL, Under Secy. (Cons.) 

M fo?4, 25 Mi 2007 

W.3TT. 1723.-TT 5f4PF 4frl4 (?PT«T 

44m, 1948 (1948 ^>T 4l4) 4 ^RT 2 4 

(^r) 4 3T5 *r*t ■ft' 44ta R*4* t!^rt w ^»r 

'ft* 4 WT4 cT 1*4 *T5FI^> 4 25-5-2007 k 

4tr 4 ■srfv^iRt <t>i4 ^>*4 ^1 

[R. 4-4330/01/2006] 
4TFT W, 3T^1 
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New Delhi, tjtie 25th May, 2007 

S. O. 1723.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Ac t, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorise Smt, Parmjit Singh, Assistant in the 
Consulate G eneral of India, Houston to perform the duties 
of Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 25th May, 
2007. 


2007/JYAISTHA 26,1929 [Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 

(1) qq. -fa # qt. sftqrcqq qt vm, 
^ Tfsfa qq Rfqq (qRR TTfRFq, W&W 
^ 7T.-23716619 ^vRTP TT. 412, qftq^q 

•nqq, qf fq^ft-noooi qri qfrqrcH 
3T^th- cT5^q- toj 11 e -fqqm-qn4 ^ qmcqq-'sn^- 
qrf' t f=6< u i q«q qq^ro-qqFT r #sffqq rr! qrqsff 3 

qt ^q ■; : 


[No. T. 4330/01/2006} (ii) jfifm qpR , ^q Rf^sr '^jq q* 5 ft qq. qt. 

PRITAM LAL, Under Secy. qq Rfqq (qqTRR), 23710220, qRRT 

q^ fqq#, 29 q$, 2007 527, qqq, qt fqeeft -110001 qftqte-qfoNsi-fqqrq 


W.3TT. 1724,—<M4pJ4> q?fefd1 3*fqq?Rt (?m qer 
W*>) «Tf^qq, 1948 (194fr qTT 4iqi) qft t?RT 2 q?t m> 
(w) ^ srjq nq 4 w+k qcn^RT qqq qn q^diciiq, 
efiq^ 3 # qq. qt.qRfaRq afo q|qr3 ^qq qrar 
qftf wraf qd 29 - 5-2007 3 Rg m qfar# 
3rfqq»Rt qq ■ FT?} q*3 qrfqqjq qRcftii 


3 ■qqfqq R*ft qTq?M Rqq 

^ ^q ^'i 


3 Htqr ipqi-srfqqqft 


[q?l. U I-35019/3/2006-^qTqq qffqqTR] 
^qm qR, srr qfqq 


[U qt-4330/01/2006] 
"sftqq did, 3 rr qrfqq (qjfeji^R) 
New Delhi, the 29th May, 2007 


MINISTRY OF SHIPPING, ROAD TRANSPORT 
AND HIGHWAYS 

i 

(Dapartment of Shipping) 


S. O. 1724.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of he Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Aci, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government, 
hereby authoi ise following officers in the High Commission 
of India, Ku* la Lumpur to perform the duties of Assistant 
Consular Off cer with effect from 29-5-2007. 

1. Shr M.P. Muralidharan, Assistant 

2. Ms. Suman Lata Abrol, Assistant 


[No. T. 4330/01/2006] 
PRITAM LAL, Under Secy. (Cons.) 


FI, qftaftH 3^? TFSiqpf tfatm 

<sihi-q»«iq-fhqnr) 

( vnm~n &ym) 

qf 16 3T^T, 2007 

i 725 .-qn?H r. qq- i i 020/2/2005.-wrqi 
%q qq fqqrqt n 2005 $ qn.sn. 

f.) 3n%qr 3tmiqq qTT^ 3rR qrr^T 
2006-ljqqT qq qt Sfirfa *tr} fqqi qq 
?T, 2006 31' 3?q^, 2006 ^ RoHcidl 

^qT ^ 3TfqqjR Slfafaqq, 2005 (qif, 2005 qt 
12) q^t qm 5 qfl sqqm (1) ^ ST^qrq ^f, 
rsq» qftqin xrsrqqf qq^q, % qftq?q 
*T) > WrgN, f^fciPiad srfqqnftqf qq qrqife 



(Estt II Section) 

New Delhi, the 16th April, 2007 

S. O. 1725. —In Partial modification of S O. 1484 
(E) dated 11th October, 2005 issued under File No. H-11020/ 
2/2005-Estt. and subsequent modification dated 19th April 
and 31st October 2006 issued under File No. I. 35019/3/ 
2006-R'Il and in pursuance of Sub-section (1) of Section 5 
of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (22 of 2005), the 
Department of Shipping (Headquarters), Ministry of 
Shipping, Road Transport and Highways hereby designate, 

(i) Shri Rajeev Kumar, Deputy Secretary (PG, Coord 
and Pari) [Tel No. 23716619] (Room No. 412), Transport 
Bhavan, New Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information 
Ctfftper (CPIO) for all matters concerning Major Ports, 
Andaman Lakshadweep Harbour Works and Tariff 
Authority for Major Ports and Coordination Division in 
place of Shri M.K. Trehan and Shri P.K. Srivastava 
respectively. 

(ii) Shri M.K. Trahan, Deputy Secretary (Admn) 
[Tel No. 2371220] (Room No. 527), Transport Bhavan, 
New Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information Officer 
(CPIO) for all matters concerning Administrative aspects 
of the Officers and Staff of the Headquarters of the 
Department of Shipping in place of Shii Rajeev Kumar, 
Deputy Secretary. 

[F. No. 1-35019/3/2006-RTI] 
SUBHASH CHAND, Under Secy. 






[5FTII-5F5 3(ii) J 


.trig 16, 2007/S$g 26, 1929 3817 

Tjftarrr vw<w®i 4*iw^ 

5$ ft*#, 30 5$, 2007 

W.OT. 1726. -5t#5 m4d< ^f#KftPg 3lfaft55, 1948 (1948 5i! 16) # m 10#5 5-qm(2) 

<sr wfo\ 5t# ^ 5i#5 55T ftten 5^3 55*# 5># w 5faft55# ^ 5PT-I 3 FiHfafera TOfare ^ * ; 

3T5ft:— 

2. 3T3^ ^ 5T5-I# 575 u 65 ^ 5K PwfiiRj(a sF5 #3JT 55T ilWftdflf 3T5T: Wlfati # 5p£ft, 3T5fy— 

“66. 5^5?ft '51. ^51$. 5lfefl 1. WWft51 #.51$. 5Tfetf 

q-q pqgqrqqiW , 57#5 TJ5 315151*1, ^5*1, 5# 

5*ro^ 1*5$, wra^f 

ungT arfur-feyr sia ^ ; 

(i) 55 ir#ir (3ta*r*r#) ■ 

555# 5T. #51$. 5lfe*i 

(5ft 14-12-2005 #51 *5# > 

515 55H #5$#) HFK151 

<ii) t^#55(#w»?w) 

(qft 14-12-2005 #51^5# 555# 51. #51$. 5lft*1 . . .. 

515 wr# 5$#) 115 ^* 515 * 11 * 15 , 5 # 1 * 5 $, 

(iii) 575K#fe5 "gft# 55 #55 (5rsi#ft5 ) 

(qft 14-12-2005 #515*^ 555# 5T. #51$. 5lft*T 

Tm favqftaiira, 5# 1 * 5 $, 

H*KI^ 

(iv) <m5k i p*w Tffl&m i'fi&te pWh). 

(5ft 14-12-2005 #51*5# 555#-# #51$. 5lfe*T 

qiq55H#5$#)' 55 5# 1*5$, 

H8KI^ 

(V) STWfel^RT Tjp^^X3WW^>' -- 

(5ft 14-12-2005 5$ 51*5# * 555#'51. #51$. 5lfe*1 

■515 5515 # 5$ #) 55 fairqfaateiq, 5# 1*5$, 

MgK 1 *$ l” 

12017/14/99-#$] 
TT5 f5F, 315* #55 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Deportment of Health and Family W elfare) 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

S.O. 1726._In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 

1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby, makes the following amendments in 
Part-Iof the Schedule to the said Act, namely:— 

2. In Part-1 of the Schedule after serial No. 65, the following serial number and entries shall be inserted, namely:— 
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u 66. Padmash] ee Dr. D. Y. PatiJ 
Deemed' Jniversity, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 


1. Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil Dental 

College & Hospital, Nerul, Nayi Mumbai, 
Maharashtra 

Master of Dental Surgery 

0) Oral & Maxillofacial MD 

Surgey p a di 

(When granted on or after Dee 

14-12-2005) Mur 

(ii) Prosthodontics MD, 

(When granted on or after Padr 

14-12-2005) Dee: 


(iii) Conservative Dentistry 
(When granted on or after 
14-12-2005) 

(iv) Periodontics 

(When granted on or after 
14-12-2005) 

(v) Orthodontics 

(When granted on or after 
14-12-2005). 


MDS (Oral Surgery) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Prostho.) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Con. Dentistry) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Periodo.) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra 

MDS (Orthodo.) 
Padmashree Dr. D. Y. Patil 
Deemed University, Navi 
Mumbai, Maharashtra” 


«KT,3TT, 

TfcteR t; 


[F. No. V-12017/14/99-DE] 
RAJ SINGH, Under Secy. 

^ 30 2007 

1727, -^ lq q<chn^f 3lft#RTR, 1948 (1948 16) £fHT 10 (2) £RT 3Krt 


2. Trita sm fe?*1#5T (sn^a^^T) wfk«£^atftrfwr i 948 0948^r 

wrafera Tlfafe f 3fcT:^nfqcT ^TTOnrh: 

XIII 3 I WRwU aftr^tr 

■*n^T 3TTtF 

0) fy^Teq i rg ( ^Pl<d1 jfTdtjl ) 

Olftl0-10-2006*t*n*W**P?SKH ^>wlfl«w|!tw?ll#i| 1 

1 

(ii) 

("^ 1 Oj-10-2006 ^TT ^ 

(M) 

TT3fN 7 TT‘«ft TjfHcfcl 3TFpr 


14110-2006^^^1^^^1^ 

St) 





[ *TFT 3(H)] 16> ,20Q7>5#^ 26, 1929 


L ■■ ■ 

(iv) 

(^ 10-10-2006 *IT WT 

fft) 

■ Tnfa ?mfi fflsfa airy frqjqaj&sr. 

(v) 

1 (T-l0-2006 

tPHClM 3TTF . 

"IMetU ; ;i'' f 

(vi) 

14-10-2006 m 

^wUlPg»H) ;i •••> ■ :••• 3 v. 

ft : ». A t . A - . - V''*';‘.2lO V.r: 

xrsfta tot ^pfwfra aro fwnw, 

(vii) 

10-10-2006 AtH WT 

fft) 

Trsfa hWt sm v 

• vC : -*v 

- **im . . • ; 

(viii) 

7-10-2006 ^ ^ ^ Wf 

T^hfa J. 

3qn«P 

- -• *' , -v.,...,.. - . .-, 

wsm y 

Ox) 

( ^ife 10 - 10-2006 4»1 ^0 41^ MSI*! 

Trsfl^ '3ir ! T5' 


: ‘ ^ • V' 

[% A 12017?59/2002-%TO C^)(qi^MI)] 


Tfst faff, 

i: .... . '.'... 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

fk 

S.O. 1727.— In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of Section 10 of the Denti sts Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central Government, after consultation with Dental Council of India, hereby makes the following amendments in 
Part-I of the Schedule to, the said Act, namely :— 

2. In the existing entries of column 2 & 3 against Serial No. 49, in part-I of the Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 
of 1948) pertaining to Rajiv Gandhi University of Health Sciences (RGUOHS), Bangalore, the following entries in respect of 
following dental college shall be inserted thereunder:— 

XIJI. Oxford Dental College, Bangalore 


0) 

Preventive & Community Dentistry 
(When granted on or after ID-10-2006) 

MDS (Community Dentistry) 
RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(ii) 

Oral Surgery 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Oral Surgery) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(iii) 

Prosthodontics 

(When granted oh or after 14-10-2006) 

MDS (Prosthodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(iv) 

Periodontics 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Periodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(v) 

Conservative Dentistry 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Conservative Dentistry) 
RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(vi) 

Orthodontics 

(When granted on or after 14-10-2006) 

MDS (Orthodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

(vii) 

Pedodontics 

(When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 

MDS (Pedodontics) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 









3820 


(viii) 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 16,2007/JYAISTHA26,1929 


[Part II —Sec. 3(ii)j 


Ural Medicine 
(When granted on or after 7-10-2006) 
(ix) bral Pathology 

. (When granted on or after 10-10-2006) 


MDS (Oral Medicine) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore.. 

MDS (Oral Pathology) 

RGUOHS, Bangalore. 

[No. V-12017/59/2Q02-PMS (DEXVol fl)] 
RAJ SINGH, Under Secy. 

| ^ %rft, 30 2007 

’ CT ‘ a f: 17 28--^t aWSm, 1948 0 948 wt 16) 10 ttfswi (2) srcnnwTifanTi 

2 '1 ^ TrFT ~ I ^ ™ * 66 ^ ^ ^ fHHfVlRsH 5TRT5FT 4* TT fafenf ^PTcT: 

67. f*T?H tt*c4 1. felW f*T?R 7f«MNl4 «FTc^3T, 


^T, 


TTcfaf, dfikHI^ 

mzr 3m> ifeM 

(i) 3to7T3f$ 

20-5-2006 ^Fl 3TSRT 
5^4* «TB oFt ^ "Ft) 

(ii) 4^^444 

11-5-2006 ^378?^T 


T3TT TTTT (4TBT^) 

fro wd'ivH 

^ (3TRB ^444) 
ftRPT iw4 4>W^H 

4 ’WdH. 

[TO U 4. 12017/19/97-4^] 
7R f^5, *nf4q 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

1948> rti»fii^^ IneXerC '. Se ?. fthe P°T SC ° nfOTed by sub - section ( 2 ) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 

i~^^ 

2. In part-I of the Schedule after serial No. 66 , the following serial number and entries shall be inserted, namely :— 
‘67. Vinayaka Mission’s Research 1 . Vinayaka Mission's Sankarachariyar 


S.O. 


Deei led University, Navi 
Mun ibai, Maharashtra 


Dental College, Salem, Tamil Nadu 

Mfl ffrr ftf Thrrtnl Frrerry 

0) Oral Surgery 

(When granted on or after 
11-5-2006) 

(ii) Oral Pathology 

(When granted on or after 
20-5-2006) 


MDS (Oral Surgery) 

Vinayaka Mission’s Research 
Foundation (Deemed 
University), Salem, Tamil Nadu 

MDS (Oral Pathology) 

V i n ay aka Miss ion ’ s Research 
Foundation (Deemed 
University), Salem, Tamil Nadu 

[F. No. V-12017/19/97-DE] 

RAJ SINGH, Under Secy. 
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BTOT TO TO1TO : 16, 2007/*A*g 26, 19*29 


30 2007 

■3FT.3TT. 1729.—RATO, 
1956 (1956 TO 102) "Sift «CRT 11 TOl^R-BRT (3) SRI TO 
y rf ro Af TO TOA <5 TTTrfT z T STT^f^PT 4f<TO,A TOTTOf 
=rA A - TO\, ^3TO 3TfafATO TOf WT A 

fHHfcifB P AAtro TOt t; s— 

* HHdNN faPhcHI 3^TT’ [*>TeiB (2) A] 3^ 
AAtoT’ ['^TSTR (3) A] TORAt “ fasfcH 

3^” "A M\H^\ <4«M WT A Pi^rcnHad 

tuft'd fTOTT ^.lAdl, mBd : — 

(2) (3) 

Ator a#P AfeRfi TO-AWt^a 

xts ATOR 3W bAA (TTOFft Ab TOA Afe°h<rl 

«hi<^'s{, A> sdi^A A* "A* 

TO cPRV TOF BHldiyikl fafodHT 
At ^ TO fATOR 
fa^qIqyM-4, TOR SlA?l 
■gRT SH^T, 2006 RTt RT 

_ TO TO* Rj ) 1 _ 

[A. ^.-12012/31/2000-^ (At~II)] 
TOT. <£. Am, 3ITO #TO 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2007 

S.O. 1729.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (2) of the Section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, 
after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes 
the following further amendments in the First Schedule to 
the said Act, namely :— 

In the said First Schedule against “Vikram University, 
Ujjain” under the heading ‘Recognized- Medical 
Qualification’ [in column (2)] and under the heading 
‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [in column (3)], the following 
shall be inserted, namely:— 

(2) (3) 

Bachelor of Medicine M.B.B.S. 

and Bachelor of Surgery (This shall be a recognized 

medical qualification when 
granted by Vikram University, 
Ujjain, Madhya Pradesh on or 
after April, 2006 in respect of 
students of Ruxmaniben 
Deepchand Gardi Medical 
College, Ujjain). 

[No. U.-120.12/31/2000-ME (P-II)] 
S. K. MISHRA, Under Secy, 


q«H! aAr vwm 4 jhm«i 

3tT^VT 

^^#,24^,2007 

^T.3tT.1730.-<l^ c f^, A¥?Ar ART (RAfTORT, 

[hA^ u I 3^ TOfrA) PmWcfl, 1965 ^ Am 29 A'^JR-Am 
(vi) afa Am 24 A ^JR-Am (l ) srt TO ^tlViAl to 
TOTAt T 0 ^d^g RI TO feM*i Aft # ^ At.TO* dlel), 

geq to4to() 3A%ttoA, toto TOt, ^ 

to to AtrArt aim to toA ^toAi 
TO i fH^re A sArtot A 3rA RTeft torfr A^t 

TOT A toA i 

[A. Ariro i/12/2006-TO^An] 
^r^iAi A m sIr toAst A, 

tr. At. 7TR, 33TO TTfRR 

MINISTRY Of INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 24th May, 2007 
S.0.1730.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-rule (1) of rule 24 and sub-rule (vi) of rule 29 of the 
Central Civil Services (Classification, Control and Appeal) 
Rules, 1965, the President hereby specifies that Shri B.S. 
Lalli, Chief Executive Officer, Prasar Bharati, New Delhi, 
shall act as ad-hoc Appellate Authority in respect of Group 
‘C’ and ‘D’ employees of General Central Service falling in 
the jurisdiction of Director General, Doordarshan, till the 
post of Director General, Doordarshan is filled up on regular 
basis. 

[No.Misc. 1/12/2006-Vlg ] 
By Order and in the Name of the President, 
A. D. ROY, Under Secy. 


ginfr wn ^rra aftr TfrcNAw 'feroro Ator 

(TtpTOaT *nnA fTOPT) 

bttAA? RTTOF •sjA 

Aroft, 4 2007 

W.3TT. 1731.-BR#! BTTOi'^CI Am 1987 ^ Am 

7 <£ (1) ^ ?3Z (RsT) ^ A BRrfAl BHTO 

*2jA TOSRf tot t Ap A1 A AM’A 

btto» (^f) A AAm Ito tot/ ApA bA t: 


2646 GI/07—9 
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_j__ 

^ ^ ^ 777311 sfk Tft fflfa 

<*> j (2) (3) (4) 

1 anfe 4923 : 1997 TTSTkH 7T73TT 19-4-2007 
^ TaTS 2 2005 

WdiicH«b TT^T ^ 

(^RT 

t4^t) __ 

^ ^TRcfrzr T=TPTeF 3J7), Wtt *T^!, 9 

^51^ ^ *vf>< ^tFf, fsr^-l 10 002, afcffa «hnfonTR$ 

^RrmT, ^rstrra ^Ni <T*TT im\ 

^k, ktalR, *J3^7, -spkF^, t ?<NK , 

tot. <rar k fastf 

! 19/3-30] 

ft* (*)*jol) 7% *fTHRT, ^^fPf«+)-T3TF -qof TJ^sT (T^fR^gt) 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND 
| PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 

(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 

i 

New Delhi, the 4th June, 2007 

S.Ol 1731.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rulfc 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureaju of Indian Standards hereby notifies ‘e’ that 
amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of 
which are |given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been 
issued : j 

SCHEDULE 

SI. No. ajid year of the No. and Date from 

No. India^ Standards year of the which the 

j amedment amendment 

shall have 
effect 


(1) 

; (2) 

(3) (4) 

) IS 493 

3:1997 Hollow 

Amendment 19 April, 2007 

steel s 

ections for 

No. 2 

structural use-Speci- 

May, 2005 

ficatk 

}n (second 


revisii 

i>n) 


Copj 

k of this Standard is available for sale with the 

Bureau of! 

1 

Indian Standards, 

Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 


Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Th i ru v anantha p ur am. 

[Ref: MTD19/T-30] 

DR. (Mrs.) SNEH BHATLA, Sc- ‘F & Head (MTD) 

IVd), 5 ^JjT, 2007 

W.37T. 1732.-'RT^fkrxiPT^^afim 1987 ^ km 
7 ^ (1)^7^ (71) ^ 3Tf^<U| ^ 77PR7 

37fiT7^ t far ftR vn^fhr f; 

TT3 3Tg7J^t k f^TT TITT f T^TffircT ft ^ f :— 




sbH TTCTttSR sfRcfrT *TFP^ 

Tsnmtcif«7 

71 (^Ff) aft OTTT ^ 

^TH^r "gm 


3fTfcTgbfHd 




3T&73T 




TTTsZTT 3^7 


O)_(2) (3) (4) 


1 371^(77 4989 : 200.6 

3TT i TT7T 4989 1 ^5, 2007 

37FT ^ fdy_ 

✓—N 

OO 

Of. 

^TFT si'll'l ^57 

37T i 777T 4989 


<^rm 2) 11984 

(TfhPTTT ^^10 

3TT^ TT7T 4989 


(^3) : 1987 


^TKcfkT ■*TFR7 3ltcPff HKdl*( MH<* Tfp^ 

9 w - R T f, ^ 110002 , 

7WT W73T °M4fd4l , 

wk, ’kNici, g srere] , 

^Hg7, -^7, ^tt, <ror if f^ffi 

^ ’3Hd ( *r i? i 

[TT?tf : 7^/7Rm] 

g (fkfkR^ft rn^l ) 

New Delhi, the 5th June, 2007 

S.O. 1732. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that 
the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the 
date indicated against each : 
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[ m U-WIS 3(H)] W wm : 16, 2007/sfrg 26,1939 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and year of the No. & year Date of 

No. Indian Standards of Indian Established 

Established Standards, 

if any, 

Superseded 
by the New 
Indian Standars 

(1) (Z) _(3)_ (4) 

1 IS 4989:2006Fbam IS 4989 1 June,2007 

Concentrate for (Part 1): 1985 

Producing Mechanical IS 4989 

Foam for Fire Fighting- (Part 2): 1984 

Specification (Third IS4989 

Revision) (Part 3): 1987 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, 
Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:CED/Gaeette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc-‘F & Head (Civil Engg.) 
6 2007 

^ST.3TT, 1733.-*WtW*n^^JJCtf 5 Fm 1987 
7 it ( 1 ) eft T35 (T3) ^ 3 TOfa Wtt 

3^ffeRjf%TcT ^TTT t 

TTOF (^f) f^T M I : 




WR 

“’HVftfVcT *¥<cffa MM°h 

ftfa 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 

1 

1261 :1959 

WH 30-04-2007 


TJ5 T?FTTcT 3 T&R 
^fcSTf TtfcT 

1 a^r,2007 


^ •sjct 


9 Wf, ^ fwMlO 002, +1 

3TIFOTK, ^181^, 

cbM'^ f '=TFT^T, TOT, ^ <T*T1 3 

rfg* 'TfT TT TBT # I 

s5Md«*4 3 I 

[7M : 12/A-27] 


New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 
S.O. 1733. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
<1) of Raifc 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies ‘e’ that 
amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. and year of the 

No. Indian Standards 

No. and 
year of the 
amedment 

Date from 
which the 
amendment 
shall have 
effect 

(1) 

O) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

IS 1261:1959Codeof 

Amenment 

30 April, 2007 


practice for seam 

No. 1 



welding in mild steel 

April, 2007 



Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-HO 002 and Regional 
Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, 
Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Khapur, Nagpur, Patna, Plate, Thiruvananthapuram. 

I Ref: MTD12/T-27 ] 
DR. (Mrs.) SNEH BHATLA Sc-‘F & Head (MTD) 

M f^ft, 6 ^T, 2007 

m3TT. 1734.-’B#^'fn^^1^1987#1WT 
7 (1) ^ Tsfe (T3) ^ 3T3TO 3 

l(d^K I ^IT t fa ^ ^ M 

(stf) 3 irtim form wi/M ^ 11 


a 


sF*T 

tfVltfVcT >hku) 4 HM«h 

ctft VyftWi cTPL 


opt ‘SRSTT aft ^ 

"?P57T sftr el'l “Ft ftfr? 
ftf*r 

(1) 

(2) 

<3) (4) 

1 

3TT&S 9524 : T^- 

wm 30-04-2007 


fMt-tffSwsf^TTSRT 1 3=f^r, 2007 


PWM XRSpf ^ft "TOT? 
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as 




FT TO? 
9 W 

to 

*> 1*134 

^E<ri«T $ 


*FTf to Etotf EH5P ®^ct EFT«F 
fern T^rf, to to#-i 10 002 , aHfa 4> i toH4f 

®F»TrfT, ^U-sh®, toto, 7T*TT "TTHSTT ETTtorTEf 


fto, torra, gtosw, ^w i4, 

tot, ipt <mT ft yro n rii<H 3 toft 


[TO*f :E*toftl2/ft-5] 
■§t (#to?) 7% *TI2cTT, ^ufd<*-‘EFT ES’ -gip ( ^Hdli) ) 


j New Delhi, the 6th June, 2007 

I 

S O. 034.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule 
(1} of Rule 7 4»f the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau off Indian Standards hereby notifies ‘e’ that 
amendments Jo the Indian Standards, particulars of which 
are given in tlje Schedule hereto annexed have been issued 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. and year of the No. and Date from 

No. Indian Standards year of the which the 

amedment amendment 
shall have 
effect 

0)_(2)_(3)_(4) 

1 IS 9524:1980 Amenment 30 April, 2007 

Recommended No. 1 

procedure for repair April, 2007 

welding of steel 
components by alumino- 
thermic process 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional 
Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, 
Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref :MTD 12/T-5 ] 
DR. (Mrs.) SNEH B HA TLA, Sc- ‘F* & Head (MTD) 


! to t^crrfl, 5 ^T, 2007 

i 

^iT. jWT. 1735.—*IKdl4 ®^,i (EEFFT) 1988, ^ fa Pi <4 h 4 TF fatofE (5) ^ 3FJE'< U 1 iTTEffa 

■qrr^ '^d^SKi srftrejftor «h<cll 1? to toto faqi^i “ft-d ff tor tte 1? to toE rn. 1? : 

I 

3^ 


EE H./EFTA^^ to 


1* 7728893] 3-4-2008 toftoE tol3 24, ^ ETE7 7098 :(EFT 1 ) : 

^ EFft, Tf^REFR, tojdtM ft oft "ft 3nto?T tolc! 1988 
ton*rft-42ioo3 (eft 1 ) nootoetotototo 

^Ftorft qWm Ej - toE 

2 7727285| 2-4-2008 to 3TR ETrTT ^T. 9/25, topftoltol to toE ^ EFTT 7809 : («TFT 3/ 

TFfe, to E*T EI*f TJTIlft 3TfE-^ to-EFT 3: 3EFT- S^EFI 1) : 1986 
I toR (e^), to^n «to-40i303 $t?ft Epto to 1 

j eh toT fttor ^nto toto 

to to to to 


sfvF 

TL 


^HT 1%fV ETft EF EFT to EFT 
(+K«IHI) 




[to toE,to/13:ll] 
E to. mm, (e?7) 
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1 vfFI 11 —<3 U S J(ll) I "WW '■T’l \i«n* . 'V' iu, --- 

New Delhi, the 5th June, 2007 

S.O. 1735.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
below in the following schedule: ' ^ 

schedule; 

SI. Licence 
No. No. 

Validity 

Date 

Name and Address (factory) 
of the Party 

Product 

IS NoTFart/Sec./Year 

1. 7728893 

34-2008 

Phoniex Industries Section 

24, Opp. Military Tank Ulhas- 
Nagar Dist. Thane421003 

Crosslinked polyethylene in¬ 
sulated FVC sheathed cables: 
Part 1 for working voltage upto 
and including 1100V ** 

709#: Part 1:1988 

2- 7727285 

2-4-2006 

B.R. Enerprises Gala Nq. 9/25, 
Parekh Industrial Estate, V. S. 
Marg, Virar (E) Distt. 
Thane-401303 

Specification for Pressure Sensi¬ 
tive Adhesive Insulating 
tapes for Electrical Purposes- 
Part 3: requirements for Indi¬ 
vidual Maerials-Section 1 : 
Plasticized Polyvinylchloride 
tapes with Non-thermosetting 
Adhesive 

7809: Part 3: Sec 1:1986 


[No.CMD/13:11] 
A. K.TALWAR, DDGM 


^1**#,6^T,2007 

W. 37T. 1736.- ,( TT^T ’*TH3T (WH) WPR, 1988 8» 4 ^ ^ (5) ^ 3 'HH&Q 

TTH^r ^d^g Rl 3tf%Kjr*M ^T?TT f % f*R$ fa«K u i ^ 3*3^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ $ : 










(4trmHT) 


1 

2 

3 

4 5 

# 

1. 

5315555 

8 wnsf, 
2008 

A 1 Q?pn 3rrf#z ^5 8*r <^*r 

*qt 3n. ^ 55 oft'# '9i 3 ft ^ 

^ tow-721 513, srcmn) -m $ 

311$ TOM4543:2004 

Z 

5315656 

11 

2008 

'Qjwr ^3i 5 * ^ (^$*1 

^.3n. 75rPr5r “qpft ^ 

3 ^#^400103,3^*1-24 

WHT, MfiMM 

3U$T?TET 14543:2004 

3. 

5328867 

s 

2008 

■fcrcf sfhn mfand Tnfte Ar 3b, tot ato tot Tot 

94/1 7Tf?ITOT TOST 31#, 

31T$T£T 5382 : 1985 


81351, mHN^[ ^rn^T 
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4. 5321853 


14 

2008 


3. 5327057 


2 

2008 


TTTV ^ 3JTf^E 

% 02 

item) : 

3TT. H^T^-711302,'3. 

818*1, Hf5MH 

4^4 ^3T 4 J lTci ^Iift^lccrxri f^raft^T tTFMWmU ■*2TTSJ ^ 

wHKVH Mm*, 

4^-ffl, ^f^T-743235, 

**TTST 


3mf XC^T 1011 : 2002 


9953 : 1981 


[U^.ttf5r./13:ll3 

R- ticWR, <m-Tr«iPf^i4i (tj^> 

New Delhi, the 6th lune, 2007 

ite™l«int°i4M^"r ,IS ^ 0f c“ b '? P ! lat ‘ 0n <5) 0f re * ul!ltlon 4 of * e Bur <= a “ of Indian Standards (Certif ication, 
Sfollowinl sdl^uie ’ * *“ of licence ’ P^ iculars of which are given below 





SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Validity 

Date 

ftane and Address (factory) 
of the Party 

Product 

IS No ./Part/Sec/Year 

1 . 

5315555 

08 March, 
2008 

M/s. T. D. Acqua Pvt. Ltd. 

P. O. & Vill, Manikpara, P. S. 
Jhargram Medinipur-721513, 
West Bengal 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

14543:2004 

2 . 

5315656 

11 filkrch, 
2008 

M/s. Lokenath Aqua Industries 
Vill. Ramchandrapur 

P.O. Narendrapur 

P.S. Sonarpur, 

South- 24-Parganas 

West Bengal-700103 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than pekaged natural mineral 
water) 

14543:20(W 

3. 

5328867 

8 April, 

2008 

■ 

M/s. Pratim Polymers Pvt. Ltd., 
94/1, Santiram Rasta, Bally, 
Howrah, West Bengal. 

Rubber Sealing rings for Gas Mains, 
Water Mains and Sewers. 

5382:1985 

4. 

5321853 

14 March, 
2008 

M/s. Saj Food Products Pvt. 
Ltd., JL No. 02 (Jaladhulagori 
Panchayet) Mouja-Jaladhulagori, 
Via-Andul Mouri P.O. 
DhuylagarhP. S. Sankrail, 
Howrah-711302, West Bengal 

Biscuits 

1011:2002 

5. 

5327057 

2 April, 
2008 

M/s. West Bengal Pharma¬ 
ceutical & Phytochemical 

Glyceryl Monostearate, Food 

Grade, 

9953:1981 


Block-A, Phase-Ill, Kalyani, 
Nadia-741235, West Bengal. 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
A. K. TALWAR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 













[ m n-w* 3(ii>] *m to*TO : it 

- i a * —— — — ■ ^ .. ••'■ ■ ■■ ■* 

M fawft, 31 *f, 2007 

■JJT.3IT. 1737.-”*m: 4ft 4* tftffa llfal t 

far tffaiffcr 4f 4F ssre**re> ♦ fai arm nftr Tsar K m.&% 

WT ^TT^T ql€i<nK^ m^T.T^. 4 W.mT.^«T. 7ff» W 

fafa w to mi^Ri* *m *rfafafrcrfawf*Nl 

i 

sft* 3ffi: Jfiffa Ffal $ far ifcft fawft sfr 
■sra^R ^ fafa Ttjvvim 1 *fara if* 4 vf 
arfqyrc arfam ^n ^ l am 11 

3TcT: 3T*( ^IPcthh 3?fc (’tf* * 

eft aqfaafTC m 3Tifa) StfafTO,1962 (1962 *5150) 

*>t urcr 3 *ft wnrr (l)srcnr^ 7tfacfaf*n TO **ft ^ 
w?m 4 <rTO *»i aiflTO sifts TO *rr 
aurn arorra wcki sftfas fasn 11 

*7T^ far TO *Jpf 4 fafl*3SE *ftf *B?faF, FFF ^ 
HTq hTCPT HT5* T'MssH *> Tw; 3lfaR Wm BuWra FFf TWT 
yi«^fne»> 'ft* awqfa, faqfui afo ^hmw avt # i H.iytlt/PR 
*ft. 4fa*, aft/TOteft TOnft TO/ q aip ffs /aifti TO 
srfsraj*^ *ft firths ^ 21 fa=Tf «ft *ft?R *>? TOtt i 

sfc ^*T sTO TO -qm F7 TO* q$ *ft TOT TOt 

far m m *F ^m\ t far ^mi vftmr w* t *r 

fTO fafa ^ ^TTOfa I 

T^fq- *nf*r: 


,> 2007/^*3 26,1929 •>• . 3827 


snumi t 




TO 

iteft 

94C/2b 

0 

13 

Q 

0 

32 

94Qf2c 

0 

12 

O 

0 

30 

941/2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

941/3 

0 

23 

0 

0 

57 

942/UQP) 

0 

31 

, 0 

0 

77 

1030/1(GP) 

0 

19 

5 

0 

48 

1029/p (GP) 

0 

23 

5 

0 

58 

1008CGP) 

0 

17 

5 

0 

43 

1009(aP) 

0 

23 

0 

0 

57 

1011(GP) 

0 

28 

5 

0 

70 

597/2(GP) 

0 

07 

3 

0 

19 

Total 

$ 

56 

5 

i 

815 


tf*q 3tm Tm 


SHHHWKW 

^ v 

_r _h_a. 


. 



rJW WWW 

qiq 


aar.^ 4. 




Tjr^nr 


618/2(GP) 

o" 

17 

0 

0 

"42 

m/ la 

0 

09 

0 

0 

025 

599/2a 

0 

03 

0 

0 

07 

599/2bp 

0 

W 

0 

0 

10 

598/lp 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

Total 

0 

25 

5 

0 

635 


TF*T 

3TO TPt?7 

H'SW 





nfa 




3TR.Tr?T. H. 



y > <a , s 


948/lap 

0 

18 

5 

o- 

"^46 

938/lap 

0 

05 

0 

0 

12 

938/lc 

0 

09 

0 

0 

22 

938/1d 

0 

11 

5 

0 

295 

939/lb 

0 

21 

5 

0 

525 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

0 

0 

125 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

939/2c 

0 

14 

5 

0 

36 

939/2tp 

0 

20 

0 

0 

49 

939/2c 

0 

15 

0 

0 

37 

940/lb 

0 

08 . 

5 

0 

21 

940/1 c 

0 

1 17 

0 

0 

42 


[Ft-»#-12016/71/2006-3^.m^-ni] 
# »4ifi, 3W ^fqq 

MIMSftRY OF PE1BOLEUM APO NATURAL GAS 

New Delhi, the 31st May, 2007 

^ 5.0 1737.—-Whereas it appears to the Central 

Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transport of petroleum from “ODALAREVU GCS 
TO KPAC'* in the A. P. State, pipeline should be laid by die 
Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. 

And whereas it appear that for the purpose of 
laying such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of 
user in the land described in the schedule annexed 
hereto:— 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of right of Users in the 
Land) Act, 1962 (50of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user therein: 
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)vated that any person interested in the said 
object within 21 days from the date of this 
, to laying the pipeline under the land to the 
Authority, Oil & Natural Gas Corporation Ltd., 
ry Asset/K.G., Basin, Godavari Bhavan, Base 
ajahmundry, Andhra Pradesh, 

id every person making such any objections 
ate specifically whether he wishes to be heard 
by a legal Petitioner. 

SCHEDULE 

LINE FROM ODALAREVU GCS TO KPAC 


State J Andhra Pradesh Mandal Allavaram 

Distt. j East Godavari Village Odalarevu 

R.S.No. Hectares Ares Cend- Acres Cents 


948/lap 

0 

18 

5 

0 

46 

938/lap 

0 

: 

05 

0 

0 

12 

938/lc 

o 

09 

0 

0 

22 

938/ld 

o 

11 

5 

0 

295 

939/lb 

o 

21 

5 

0 

525 

938/2bp 

0 

05 

5 

0 

13 

938/2bp 

0 

os 

0 

0 

125 

938/2bp 

; o 

05 

5 

0 

13 

939/2c 

0 

14 

5 

0 

36 

939/2bp 

o 

35 

0 

0 

49 

939/2c 

o 

15 

0 

0 

37 

94(Vlb 

! ° 

08 

5 

0 

21 

940/lc 

! o 

17 

0 

0 

42 

940/2b 

0 

13 

0 

0 

32 

940/2c 

0 

12 

o 

0 

30 

941/2 

0 

02 

0 

0 

05 

941/3 

! o 

23 

0 

0 

57 

942/1 (GP) 

0 

j 

31 

0 

0 

77 

1030/1 (GP) 

0. 

19 

5 

0 

48 

1029/p (GP) 

0 

23 

5 

0 

58 

1008 (GP) 

0 

17 

5 

0 

43 

1009(GP) 

1 0 

23 

0 

0 

57 

1011 (GP) 

! 0 

28 

5 

0 

*> 

597/2 (GP) 
_ 1 

0 

07 

5 

0 

19 

Total 

3 

56 

0 

8 

815 


Andhra Pradesh Mandal 
East Godavari Village 


Allavaram 

Komaragiri- 

patnam 


R-S.No. 

Hectares 

Ares 

Centi 

Areas 

Acres 

Cents 

618/2(GP) 

0 

17 

0 

0 

42 

599/la 

0 

01 

0 

0 

025 

599/2a 

0 

06 

0 

0 

07 

599/2bp 

0 

ca 

0 

0 

10 

598/lp 

0 

01 

0 

0 

02 

Total 

0 

25 

5 

0 

635 


[No. 0-12016/71/2006-ONG-IH] 
SHRI PRAKASH, Under Secy. 

Rf fort'll, 14 2007 

1738.-V^Vf RRFR, fr g lf foqq 3?fc 73fT3f 

WrempT ( Vf ^ SffVRTR RH 3Tfa) 3tfVfTO, 
1962 (1962 50) RRT 2 ^ 73F5 (Rf) ^ 4f, 

W RTOU $ 3?V RSfRFT 3ffV- 

^TT RJT.3R 3503 f^TRF 26 fecTO, 2005 Ri! 3ffVsFT<T 

Rraf ^ 3 ^ Rft i\i $ rt rr^ 

f rrit w t, sft 3Rf^ Tat, iW wtr 

of Rv?; <sK J fh (r«t # rr<t 4>T<4|Vjh 

(^WUftnd) R *fdP^Pw rt wr rr t, 

3TT^ R>l4<HK ^ RTR-RTR RR?T 3T|RH PW I $H<1g| PdPM^ R?t 
"ffeRT ^ RRltVtT RraftRR (IpRRf) ^ 

44TT (R£R 3T^?T) -m ^?T«qt'0 ^ WW ^ 

RSJR RlfRRjRt Ri <}»r4i Ril Pi^'i RR^ R^ f^T^, RRR 34V- 
Ri srdfN R*R TFR Rj' TRR$R rVr, UlfV^ifl 
RR?ft $ I 

[RTf^ru 31015/1/2007—STR-II] 
R. olwml, 37RT RfVR 
New Delhi, the 14th June, 2007 
S. O. 1738. —In pursuance of Clause (a) of Section 
2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of user in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) and in 
supersession of the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural 
Gas, Government of India No. S. O. 3503 dated the 26th 
September, 2005, except as respect things done or omitted 
to be done before such supersession, the Central 
Government hereby authoirses Shri Arvind Khare, G. M., 
District Trade and Industry Centre, Khargon (Madhya 
Pradesh), on deputation to Bharat Petroleum Corporation 
Limited (BPCL), to perform the functions of the Competent 
Authority, in addition to his own duties, under the said 
Act, within the territory of State of Madhya Pradesh for 
the cross country crude pipeline form Vadinar (Gujarat) to 
Bina (Madhya Pradesh) of Bharat Oman Refineries Limited’s 
Central India Refinery Project. 

[F. No.-31015/U2007-OR-n] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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4surni 
17 2007 


^T.3TT. 1739.—1947 (1947 
14) flft **TCT17 % 3^fR0i 3, TRW %7PW 

*im«g M^wif ’oH^b +4^i(1* 
% sfK ar^sr^ dflrilPrt! flwR ^f tiwi-v, 
a foftftre? aifawi ^.-I, ^ u «l*id % (^M 

163/2004) *RWR^ 17-05-2007 

^tTfrui^n^ni 

[^T. 13^-42012/104/2003-3^ 3W (#^-II)] 
anW^RR 1 ^ ^r^cniO 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1739.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 163/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. I, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
National Dairy Research Institute and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

{No. L42012/104/2003-IR(CM-II)) 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIRAJESHIOJMAR, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. LD. 163/2004 

Shri Kamaljit Singh S/o Sh. Prem Singh, Village and 
P. O, Gogripur, Kamal. • • • Applicant 

Versus 

The Director, National Dairy Research Institute, 
Kamal. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management ; ShriR K. Sharma 
AWARD 


2. None has put up appearance on behalf of the 
workman despite notice. For the last three dates his 
advocate is also not appearing. AR of the management 
submitted that workman appears to be not interested as he 
is not appearing for his evidence. It appears that workman 
is gainfiilly employed some where and for this reason he is 
not persuing his case. In view of the above since the 
workmen is not appearing forhis evidence and his advocate 
is also not appearing the present reference is returned to 
the Central Govt, for want of prosecution Central Govt, be 
informed. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 304-2007 


17 2007 

«KT.3ff. 1740.—3MlPl<6 1947 (1947 

3st i4) *rrcr 17 % ism 

611/2005)^1 

wt t, tit 17-05-2007 hirt 

^stti 

[H. 13^-22012/297/2001-3TT^ 3TR T£T-II) 3 

3T3FT fRTTC ’'ffe, 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1740. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 611/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-22012/297/2001-IR(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CUM-LABOURCOURT-B, CHANDIGARH 

ShriKuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case No. LD. 611/2005 


(Passed on 30 th April, 2007) 

Central Government vide notification No. L42012/ 
104/2003 (CM-II) dated 24-3-2004 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudicator: 

“Whether the action of the management of National 
Dairy Research Institute, Kamal, in terminating the 
services of Shri Kamaljit Singh S/o Sh. Prem Singh 
Attendee w.e.f. August 1998 is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 


Registered on 24-8-2005 

Date of Decision 14-3-2007 

Mohinder Kumar S/o Shri Manohar Lai, R/o W. D. 
168, Ali Mohalla Kalan, Jullundur. ... Petitioner 

Versus 

District Manager, FCI, 

86 Rani Ka Bagh, Amritsar. . • • Respondent 
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APPEARANCES: 


Fot 

Foi 


1947, he:'( 
Govemir e 
their order 
2002. Th 5 


This is a reference under Section 10 of the I. D. Act, 
einafter to be referred as, “Act” received from 
:nt of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi vide 
L-22012/297/2001-4R (CM-II) dated 25th July, 
reference reads as under: 


Whether the action of the Management of Food 
Corporation of India in removing/terminating 
i Mohinder Kumar S/o Late Shri Manohar Lai, 
:her from services w.e.f. 5th May, 1980 is legal 
justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled 


Slui 
Stiic 
anc 
to 


the work] 
Counsel, 
has claiib 
Managemi 
confirmed 
probation 
dated 4th 
Grade-mj 
back to 
20th Feb 
of suite, 
workman) 
the matr 
recognized 
the institijt 
of the Co 


in remo 
5 th May, 


the Workman 
the Management 


Sh. Mohinder Singh 

MrN. K.-Zakhmi, 
Advocate. 


AWARD 


nip; 


On|a notice from the Tribunal the parties appeared, 
inan in person and the Management through 
the workman filed his Claim Petition whereby he 
led that he had joined the service with the 
ent on 22nd July, 1969 as Stitcher and was 
on the said post after the completion of the 
period of one year vide order No. A/14(31/70) 
(September, 1970 and was promoted as Assistant 
on his improving qualification but he was reverted 
the post of Class-IV vide order dated 
( i Liary, 1978. He challenged the demotion, by way 
and the Court held that the demotion of the 
was legal since the institution which had issued 
|culation certificate in his favour was not a 
institution; that the Management admitted that 
te in question was registered with the Registrars 
•any, New Delhi and, therefore, they were wrong 
»|ing him from service vide their order dated 
1980. 

The further claim of the workman is that the 
Managen ent terminated his services without waiting for 
the outcoi ne of the appeal and without serving upon him 
any charg t sheet or holding department inquiry. That the 
appeal pre ferred by him was also dismissed on 2nd March, 
1981, but he was informed of it only on 18th November, 
1988. He pas prayed for his reinstatement in service. 

i 

Thej Management has opposed the claim of the 
workman. Their preliminary objections to the maintainability 
of the rel erence are that this Tribunal does not have 
jurisdiction to consider the matter as the workman was 
removed 1 rom service for his misconduct, duly proved in 
the Civil Courts. Admitting that the workman had joined 
the service on 22nd July, 1969 as Stitcher; and he was 
promoted as AG-III against the 10% quota, meant for 
Class IV matriculates, but stated that on inquiry it was 
found that the workman had produced a fake matriculation 
certificate so as to get the promotion. Therefore, he was 
demoted t) the original post. The workman challenged the 


order of demotion in the Civil Courts but he failed both in 
the Trial Court and in the appeal. The Management 
thereupon was of the opinion that the workman has 
committed misconduct on unbecoming of a FCI employee, 
therefore, his retention in service was taken to be 
undesirable. He was, therefore, removed from Service vide 
order dated 5thMay, 1980. His appeal was also rejected on 
the basis of the material on record. The other preliminary 
objection is that the reference is bad for latches being highly 
belated as the workman was removed from service on 5th 
May, 1980 and his appeal was rejected on 7th March, 1981 
and the demand notice has been raised in the year 2002 i .e. 
after 20 years. According to them the reference is also bad 
for non-joinder and mis-joinder of the parties. On merit it is 
their reply that the averments made in para 1 to 5 are correct 
except that the workman had produced the matriculation 
certificate of a non recognized institute and the examination 
conducted by said institution was also not recognized. 
Reiterating the facts stated in the preliminary objections, it 
is stated by the Management that the Management had 
removed the workman by taking disciplinary action against 
him. They denied that the workman was punished twice. 
Their further claim is that the workman was removed from 
service by a competent authority in terms of Regulation 63 
read with regulation 54 of FCI Staff Regulation, 1971. They 
admitted that on the request of the workman he was again 
informed about the dismissal of his appeal vide letter dated 
18th November, 1988 and was told that his appeal was 
dismissed on 2nd August, 1991. 

The workman appeared as a witness and proved his 
affidavit exhibit W-l. In cross examination he admitted that 
he has submitted his matriculation certificate to the 
Management on the basis of which he was promoted as 
AG-III and was reverted back to Class-IV post on the 
ground that he had submitted a false certificate. He further 
admitted that, by a notification of CBSE, Government of 
India, the Central Board of Higher Education, New Delhi 
was declared as a Private Institution; and that examination 
conducted by that body was not recognized by Government 
of India. He further admitted that he had filed a suit the 
Court of Sub-Judge, Amritsar in which it was held that the 
certificate issued in his favour was not valid. In the appeal 
the order of Sub-Judge was upheld. He further stated that 
he had taken permission for appearing in ihe matriculation 
examination in the year 1976 and was declared pass in the 
year 1977. He denied that he had absented from duty for 
appearing in the examination. He claimed that the 
Management had not charge sheeted him for being absent 
from duty and that the Management had removed him from 
the service without justification and since then he is without 
any work. 

The Management produced Shri Sanjeev Bhaskar as 
their witness who by his statement proved his affidavit 
M-3 and the documents Exhibits M-4 to M-12. In cross- 
examination he admitted that the workman was confirmed 
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in service on 4th September, 1970 giving effect to his 
confirmation from 22nd July, 1970. He further admitted that 
the workman was promoted on 11th June, 1977 and his 
services were terminated on 5th May, 1980. He denied the 
knowledge that a colleague of the workman Ram Rattan 
also produced similar certificate and was promoted but no 
action was taken against him by the Management. He 
admitted that no show cause notice or chargesheet was 
served upon the workman before terminating his services 
nor any inquiry was held against him. According to him 
the action against Ram Rattan was not taken as the matter 
had not come to the Management earlier. He claimed that 
memo dated 25th April, 1979 was given to the workman. 

The Management also produced Shri Manohar Singh 
as their witness, but the workman was not given chance to 
cross examine him, therefore, his statement cannot be 
considered in the proceedings. 

From the pleadings of the parties it is clear that the 
parties have no dispute about the facts that the workman 
was engaged by the Management on 22nd July, 1969, as 
Stitcher and he was promoted as AG-III w.e.f. 11th June, 
1977, on the basis of his having passed the matriculation 
examination. It is also admitted by them that the workman 
was demoted after it came to the notice of the Management 
that the workman had submitted the matriculation certificate 
from a board which was not recognized by the Government 
of India. Thereafter, he was removed from service on the 
basis that a civil court has held that the certificate produced 
by the workman was a fake one and the Management took 
that as a misconduct on the part of the workman. The 
witness of the Management Sanjeev Bhaskar admitted that 
no show cause notice was issued, no inquiry was held nor 
the workman was charge sheeted before the termination of 
his senices. He admitted that the workman was a confirmed 
employee of the Management right from the day he joined 
the service as a Stitcher. Thus I find that the Management 
not only violated the provisions of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, also did not care for but the principles of natural justice, 
as he was removed from service without .giving him any 
opportunity to reply and submit his explanation with regard 
to the misconduct alleged against him. It is claimed by 
them that since the civil courts of Sub Judge and District 
Judge, Amritsar had held the workman having tendered a 
fake certificate, therefore, there was no necessity to give 
show cause notice to the workman or chargesheet him or 
to hold the inquiry against him as the facts alleged and 
made basis for his removal were admitted facts. In my 
opinion this submission of the Management is without 
any merit. The law and the principle of natural justice 
demand that nobody should be condemned upon heard 
mid in this case, the workman has been condemned without 
hearing him. 

If we go into the judgement of Sardar Baldev Singh, 
Sub Judge, Amritsar and that of the AA, Shri N. C. Khichi, 
Additional Judge, Amritsar, I find that the learned Sub 


Judge, in his judgement nowhere held that the matriculation 
certificate tendered by the workman was a fake one. While 
considering issue no. 6, the learned judge held that “the 
certificate of the workman was found to have been issued 
by the Central Board ofHigher Education, New Delhi, which 
was not a recognized Government Institution”. This 
certificate was not issued by the CBSE, New Delhi which 
was a recognized institution, the demotion order was 
passed as the plaintiff was found to have not passed the 
matriculation certificate. The Ministry of Education has 
already notified that the Central Board ofHigher Education 
was not a recognized institution. Thus we find the learned 
Sub Judge did not hold that the workman had produced a 
fake or forged certificate. He nowhere held that there was 
no board with the name Central Board of Higher Education, 
New Delhi or that the workman never appeared in the 
matriculation examination for him or that somebody else 
had appeared in the examination or that he obtained a forged 
certificate, without ever having studied for matriculation 
examination or having appeared in the examination in the 
year 1976. The non-recognition of the institution, from which 
the workman obtained matriculation certificate, could not 
be said to be the fault Of the workman nor he could be 
branded to have obtained a fake certificate. Day in and day 
out, we read in the newspapers that such and such 
institution was not a recognized institution to hold 
examination for 10th or other classes but that does not 
mean no such institution existed or the candidates who 
appeared through that institution did not attend the classes 
or appeared in the exams. Moreover, it is not only the CB SE, 
which recognizes the institution and authorizes them to 
conduct courses for matriculation and then send the 
students for taking exams of 10th Class. Almost every State 
of the country has its own board of Secondary School 
Education and they also give recognition for 1 Oth and 12th 
Classes. So mere showing that the workman had passed 
the examination of 10th from an institution which was not a 
recognized by the Government of India was not sufficient 
to declare the certificate tendered by the workman as fake. 
It has come on record that the said institution was operating 
right from 1956 and was registered with the Registrar of 
Companies, New Delhi under Firms and Societies Act The 
Government of India issued the notification declaring that 
institution not a recognized institution in the year 1965. 
The workman though was presumed to be in the knowledge 
of that but it may be that he did not have that knowledge. 
He was, therefore, entitled for an opportunity to show that 
he had no knowledge of such a notification or that the 
institution from which he had passed the matriculation 
examination was recognized by any other board, if not by 
CBSE. 

I find that the learned District Judge while upholding 
the judgement of Sub Judge stepped further, without giving 
any reasons, to hold in para 8 of his judgment “the certificate 
produced before the department was not issued by any 
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recognized i istitution. This clearly shows that he committed 
a fraud an 1 misrepresentation on the dependent by 
producing fictitious certificate”. The learned judge did not 
show as to v 'hat evidence he found on file to come to that 
conclusions The facts, as are admitted nowhere show that 
he had prod need a fictitious certificate as there has come 
no evidence to show that the certificate produced by the 
workman w is not of Central Board of Higher Education, 
New Delhi < >r it was not signed by a competent officer of 
that instituti an or that the workman had not at all appeared 
in the exam nation or that somebody else had appeared in 
the examim tion for him. It is a different matter as to what 
was the vali e of that certificate. We find that in the field of 
Higher Education, the courses conducted even by the 
Govemmen institutions like MDs/Ms in certain states, are 
not recogni: :ed courses by the Medical Council of India. 
But that d< >es not render the degree obtained by the 
ca ndidates fi om those colleges as fictitious. The recognition 
i s accorded ? >y the competent authority on the fulfilment of 
required for nalities by the institution, but if the formalities 
are not fiilfi led, the degrees awarded by the institutions or 
the universities, do not become fictitious. It is a fact that 
MS and MD degrees given by certain universities in USSR 
are not reco ;nized by Medical Council of India, but those 
degrees hold good in the UK and other countries. The 
basing of re: noval of the workman on the judgments of the 
Trial and Aj ipellate Court, without providing the workman 
an opportur ity to explain his position, was therefore bad 
in law. I fur ther find that the punishment awarded to the 
workman was also disproportionate to the misconduct 
alleged aga: nst him but not proved in a domestic inquiry. 
There is no evidence brought on record to show that the 
conduct of ;he workman even on earlier occasions was 
such. Since the certificate produced by the workman was 
found to be: lot valid, so his demotion may be justified but 
his removal on that basis was not justified as he possessed 
the qualific ition to be a Stitcher and after evaluating his 
work the M anagement had confirmed him on that post. 
Both the punishments were awarded to the workman 
without hea ring him. For that reason also the punishment 
awarded we re bad in law. 

The Management had taken the plea that the 
reference is not maintainable for delay and latches. 
According t) them the workman was removed from service 
from 5th Mi y. 1980 and his appeal was disposed of on 2 5th 
February/2r d March, 1983 whereas the workman raised 
the demand notice in the year 2002, therefore, he has come 
to claim the benefit after a period of 20 years. As against to 
it the workman has claimed that against the order of his 
removal he had filed an appeal but the Management did 
not convey lim the result of the appeal and he waited for 
that. It was < inly on 18th November, 1998, he came to know 
that his app< al was dismissed on 2nd March, 1981. Against 
this claim cf the workman the Management has failed to 
produce any evidence to show that the result of appeal 


was conveyed to the workman much earlier than 18th 
November, 1998. In para 15 of their Written Statement, on 
merit, they admitted that the workman was informed about 
the result of his appeal vide letter dated 18th November, 
1988, a fact claimed by the workman. On record I do not 
find any evidence to show that earlier to November, 1988 
the workman had the knowledge of dismissal of his appeal. 
Thus the plea of latches, and delay raised by the 
Management is without any merit especially in view of the 
violation of principles of natural justice, rales law done by 
the Management. 

In view of the discussion made above I set aside the 
order of termination of the workman passed on 5th May, 
1980, by the Management. He is treated to be in service as 
if there was no order of termination of his service. He is 
entitled to all the service benefits except the back wages 
for the period till the date he raised the demand notice in 
the year 2002 as it cannot be denied that he too slept over 
the matter for long and did not try to know' the result of the 
appeal he had made. No efforts are shown to have been 
made by him to ask the Management to tell him the result 
of his appeal. Moreover, how could he survive and provide 
livelihood to his family without working. He will be entitled 
to 50% of the back wages only from 9th December, 2002 
when the Management first appeared in this Tribunal and 
got the notice of the reference. The reference is answered 
in favour of the workman holding that he is entitled to the 
relief shown above. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
•appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer. 
172007 

^T. 31 T. 1741 .—faqic arfafwr, 1947 (1947 
^ri4)rit. 

% W-tcb % fa4NUVf 

•srcTHT, % w (ri ?4 ritgn 8/2002) ^ wt t, 

17 - 05-2007 

[ri. 13^-22012/65/2001-3^ 3TR (riftrrt-II)] 
3T3FI jJ/Hk T fh=, 3Tft<=w<| 
New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1741 .—111 pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 8/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the Management of Mohan Colliery' of 
WCL and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 17-05-2007. 

|No. L-22012/65/2001-IR(CM-II)3 
Aj AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXUKE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUNtLABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/B/02 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

The General Secretary, 

R. K.K. M. S. (INTUC), 

P. O. Chandametta, 

Chhindwara ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, 

P. O. Parasia, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M. P), 

Chhindwara •. ■ Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 8th day of May, 2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/65/2001-IR (CM 3 ® dated 
21 -12-2001 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Shivpuri Sub Area of WCL, P. O. Parasia, Distt. 
Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the services of 
Shri Mehtab Vishwakarma, S/o Kundan, D. P. R. of 
Vishnupuri Mine No. 2 of WCL, Pench Area, P. O. 
Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara w.e.f. 23-1-1999 is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief he is entitled 
to T 

2. Inspite of sufficient service of notice on workman/ 
Union, no body put in appearance on behalf of workman/ 
Union. Therefore vide order dated 5-8*05, the reference 
proceeded ex parte against workman/Union. 

3. The management filed their Written Statement. 
Their case in brief is as follows. That workman Shri Mehtab 
Vishwakarma was initially appointed as Departmental Piece 
Rated Worker and was posted at Vishnupuri underground 
in mines. He was a habitual absentee. The workman did not 
show any interest in his services and he again remained 
absent from duty unauthorisedly without any information, 
permission and sanctioned leave. The attendance 
particulars of the workman for the period w.e.f. 1995 to 1998 
are given below: 



Year 

Attendance 

l. 

1995 

43 days 

2. 

1996 

14 days 

3. 

1997 

Nfl 

4. 

1998 

27 days 


The workman remained absent from duty from 
2-3-98 tmanthariaely without indnution, peimission and 
sanctioned leave. He dal not report aide to ooBiay hos pi t al 
He was, therefore, issued with a chargesheet dated 
15/21-6-98 under clause 26.30 of the Certified Standing 
Orders. The workman submitted reply to the said 
chargesheet The reply was found not satisfactory and it 
was decided to conduct a departmental enquiry against 
him Accordingly vide order No. 113 dated 30-10-98, 
Shri G. C. Pandey, the then Personnel Manager was 
appointed Enquiry Officer and Shri AirishAhamad the then 
Assistant Manager was appointed as Management 
Representative. The Enquiry Officer fixed the first date of 
sitting of enquiry on 10-11-98 and issued memora ndum of 
enquiry dated 1-11-98. That on the said date of enquiry, the 
workman did not turn up. Accordingly the enquiry 
proceedings were adjourned to 16-11-98. That for the said 
date of hearing, a memorandum of enquiry dated 10-11-98 
was issued to the workman by Registered Post. That the 
workman refused to receive the said notice and fire same 
was received bade by the sender with the Postal remarks as 
“Refused to accept”. As the workman refused to accept 
th$ memorandum of enquiry, the Enquiry Officer proceeded 
ex parte against the workman on 16-11-98 and the enquiry 
was conducted in his absence. Alter having legally and 
properly conducting the enquiry, the Enquiry Officer 
submitted Enquiry Report holding the workman guilty of 
the charges. The enquiry proceedings along with Enquiry 
Report was placed before Competent Authority and after 
hav ing gone through the same the competent authority 
having been satisfied that the enquiry has been conducted 
legally and properly following the principles of natural 
justice issued show-cause notice dated 18-12-98 along with 
copy of Enquiry Report to the workman by Registered post. 
That the said registered envelope was received back by 
the management with the endoresement of the postal 
authority that the addressee is not traceable..The 
Competent Authority after having considered the entire 
facts and circumstances of the case, terminated the service 
vide order No. 102 dated 22-23/11/98. It is prayed by the 
manageme nt that the reference be decided in favour of the 
management and against the workman and the workman is 
not entitled to any relief whatsoever, 

4. The order sheet dated 5-8-05 reveals that the 
reference proceeded ex parte against the workman. 

5. The management in order to prove its case filed 
affidavit of Shri Rajesh Kumar Sinha, the then working as 
Sr. Personnel Officer in WCL,-Pencil Area. 

6 . As the case proceeded ex parte against the 
workman/Union, there is no evidence on record in favour 
of the workman/Union. 

7. The management filed written argument in support 
of their case. 

8 I have very carefully gone through the entire record 
of the case and the entire evidence cm record 
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9. The case of the management is fully established 
from the un< ontroverted and unchallenged affidavit of 
management s witness Shri Rajesh Kumar Sinha working 
as Sr. Personnel Officer. Against the above, there is no 
evidence in support of the case of the workman/Union. 
The reference!, therefore, deserves to be decided in favour 
of the mam gement and against the workman but 
considering t le facts and circumstances of the case, I am 
of the view th at the parties should be directed to bear their 
own costs of this reference. 

10. The reference is decided in favour of the 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of Sub Area Manager, Shivpuri Sub Area of WCL, 
P. C). Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in terminating the 
services of Shri Mehtab Vishwakarma, S/o Kundan, 
D. P. R of V. shnupuri Mine No. 2 of WCL, Pench Area, 
P. O. Parasia, )istt. Chhindwara w.e.f. 23-1-1999 is legal and 
justified and he workman is not entitled to any relief. The 
parties shall 1 >ear their own costs of this reference. 

11. Co] ty of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Minist ry of Labour as per rules. 

C. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
2007 

^T.3TT. 1742.—3ftgtfTTO STfafWT, 1947 (1947 
■^T14) T 17 % rt, 

*v 4 g; ^ *s _-V ,*v_fs.- _ _r>_ 

(-^1^43/2000) 

■3Tt tR ^ 17-05-2007 W ^3TT aft I 

['i. T3^T-22012/304/1999-snf 31K (^T^-II)] 
STOW 3HK 7 fte, 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1742.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government ] lereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 43/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalp it as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workmen, which was 
received by tl e Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-22012/304/1999-IR(CM-II)] 
A JAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 


No. CGIT/LC/R/43/2000 


Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 


The General Secretary; 

R K.K. M. S. (INTUC), 

P. O. Chandameta, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M. P), 

Chhindwara ... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

WCL, Pench Area, 

P. 0. Parasia, 

Distt Chhindwara (M. P), 

Chhindwara ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 30th day of May, 2007 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labourvide 
its Notification No. L-22012/304/99-IR (CM-II) dated 
24-1-2000 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, WCL, 
Pench Area, P. O. Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in 
dismissing the serv ices of Shri Pooran S/o Prahlad, 
Helper of Regional Workshop, WCL, Chandametta 
is justified ? If not, to whait relief the concerned 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. Workman Shri Pooran had been working as helper 
at Regional Workshop, Western Coalfields Limited, 
Chandametta. About a week prior to Durga Pooja and 
Dussehra festival, cleaning of the workshop premises 
begins and the old material, scraps, old and rejected electric 
wires, fittings etc. are placed at a place nearby wall inside 
the premises. This is done by the helpers. The employees 
used to go for answering the call of nature nearby the wall 
inside the premises where the old materials are placed as 
the urinal and lavatory were closed by the management. 
On 25-9-98, the celebrations of Durga Pooja were going on. 
The workman was on duty in the Ilnd shift on that day 
which commenced from 3.30 P.M. to II.30P.M. At about 10 
P.M., he went to attend the call of nature nearby the wall 
where the old materials were placed. When he was 
returning, suddenly Security' Guard Shri Dilip Kumar started 
shouting ‘Chor-Chor’ and caught hold of him. The Security 
Guard when realised that he has wrongly caught hold of 
the workman and if the workman reports the matter to the 
higher authorities, the action will be taken against him 
(Security Guard). Therefore he falsely implicated the 
workman alleging that he was taking away certain cable 
from the workshop towards godown. No material was 
recovered by the said Security Guard from the possession 
erf the workman. On the basis of the complaint, the workman 
was served with a chargesheet dated 27-9-98 alleging that 
on 25-9-98 at about 10 PM, the workman was found carrying 
cable inside the workshop towards Koyla godown and 
thus he committed the misconduct. The workman submitted 
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the reply to the chargesheet denying the charges. A 
departmental enquiry was held against the workman. 
Shri Anil Kumar Singh, Sr. Personnel Officer was appointed 
Inquiry Officer and Shri S. D. Malviya, Superintending 
Engineer was appointed representative of the management 
Shri S. D. Malviya was neither witness nor he was authorized 
to be a witness on behalf of the management. He 
unfortunately and against the procedure, turned to become 
a witness of the management and examined himself against 
all cannons of law. Shri Dilip Khan, Security Guard as the 
witness of the management has not stated anything adverse 
against the workman. The material documents which were 
basis of enquiry were not supplied to the workman and 
therefore he could not cross-examine the management’s 
witnesses effectively. After having completed the enquiry, 
the Inquiry Officer submitted report holding that the 
charges are proved. On the basis of the report, the 
Disciplinary Authority vide order dated 9-1-99 decided to 
propose the penalty of dismissal from services and in this 
manner the services of workman were illegally and arbitrarily 
dismissed vide order dated 2,5-1-99. The workman is not 
employed gainfully anywhere since his dismissal. It is 
prayed that the management be directed to reinstate the 
workman in service with full back wages. 

3 . The management filed Written Statement. Their 
case in brief is as follows. That workman Pooran was 
working as helper with the management at Pench Area. On 
26-9-98, while he was on duty, he was caught hold of by 
the Security Guard for misconduct of theft. A chargesheet 
was issued to him. He filed his reply to the charge which 
was not found satisfactory. Therefore Shri Anil Kumar 
Singh, Sr. Personnel Officer was appointed as Inquiry 
Officer and Shri S. D. Malviya, Superintendent Engineer 
was appointed as management’s representative. The 
Inquiry Officer conducted the DE against the workman 
legally and properly and vide his report dated 14-11-98 
held that the charges are proved against the workman. On 
receipt of enquiry report, the competent authority imposed 
the punishment of dismissal against the workmanvide order 
dated 25-1-99. It is pleaded that the workman is not entitled 
to any relief whatsoever as it is disclosed that he committed 
theft of management’s property. 

4. Vide order dated 25-5-05 on the order sheet of this 
reference proceeding, it was ordered that the case shall 
proceed ex-parte against the workman. 

5. The management in order to prove its case filed 
affidavit of management’s witness Shri S. D. Malviya, the 
then working as Superintendent Engineer in WCL Pench 
Area. As the case proceeded ex-parte against the workman, 
there is no evidence on record on behalf of the workman. 

6 . I have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate the 
learned counsel for the management and perused the entire 
evidence on record. 


7. The case of the management is fully established 
and proved from the uncontroverted and unchallenged 
affidavit of Shri S. D. Malviya, the management’s witness. 

8. In view of the above, the reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of the management and against the 
workman but considering the facts and circumstances of 
the case, I am of the view that the parties should be directed 
to bear their own costs of this reference. 

9. The reference is answered in favour of the 
management and against the workman holding that the 
action of the General Manager, WCL, Pench Area, P. O.: 
Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in dismissing the services 
of Shri Pooran S/o Prahlad, Helper of Regional Workshop, 
WCL, Chandametta is justified and consequently the 
concerned workman is not entitled to any relief. The parties 
shall bear their own costs of this reference. 

10. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C M. SINGH, Pifesiding Officer 
17 Rt 2007 

1743. —1947 (1947 

r.-ii, z 208/2005) 

Wt t, •ab Tmn 17 - 05-2007 

[ri. 1^-23012/53/1998-«n^ 3TK T3?T-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 
S.O. 1743. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 208/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No.-H, Chandigarh as shown m the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of BBMB and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

(No. L-23012/53/1998-IR(CM-ID] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

ShriKuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 1 
Case LD. No. 208/2005 
Registered on 3-8-2005 
Date of Decision 28-3^2007 
Balwant Singh C/o Shri R K Singh Parmar, Secretary, 
Punjab (INTUC), House No. 35-G, Nangal Township, 
District Ropar. ... Petitioner 


Versus 
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Chief Engineer (Generation), BBMB, Nangal 
unship, District Ropar. ... Respondent 


riled the 
The wor 


nrkman : Shri R K. Singh Parmar, AR 
magement : Shri Rajinder Singh, AR 
AWARD 

parties are present through their represent- 
ive heard them arid have also gone through the 

following reference was received from 
Government of India vide their order No. 23012/5 3/98/IR 
ted 17th February, 1999: 

tether the action of the Management of BBMB 
by Chief Engineer (Generation), in terminating 
ervices of Shri Balwant Singh, S/o Molu Ram, 
lal Labour w.e.f. 18th December, 1997 without 
wing the provisions of Section 25-F of the 
strial Disputes Act, 1947 is justified ? If not, to 
; relief the workman is entitled T 

r getting notice from this Tribunal the workman 
laim petition and the Management their reply, 
nan filed the affidavit in support of his claim 
e Management filed the affidavit of one Himmat 
isional Superintendent in the office of Resident 
JBMB, Ganguwal, Punjab. They also placed on 
record theidocuments now exhibited as M-l to M-7. Both 
an and Shri Himmat Singh, the witness of the 
Management appeared as witness. 

:d in brief the claim of the workman is that he 
yed by the Management and he served them on 
5 from 1 st November, 1996 to 31 st January, 1997 
>m 23rd May, 1997 to 18th December, 1997. Thus 
them for 241 days within 12 calendar months 
he date of termination of his services from 18th 
1997; that the Management terminated his 
thout following the provisions of Section 25-F 
strial Dispute Act, hereinafter, to be referred as 
Management denied the claim of the workman 
he preliminary objections to the maintainability 
ence stating that the reference is bad for non- 
he necessary parties that since the engagement 
anan was for a specific period, therefore, his 
it got automatically ended on the expiry of the 
eriod. On merits, they have claimed that the 
workman was engaged as unskilled Mazdoor for a specified 
tree months from 1st November, 1996 to 31st 
97. Later on he was again engaged on 2 3rd May, 
1997 to 18th December, 1997 which period was extended 
for further 30 days and the same ended on 18th December, 
1997. The petitioner having been engaged for a specified 
; not have the claim for regularization as he was 
the terms and conditions of the engagement 
sd by the Management. He Was, therefore, also 


not entitled for retrenchment compensation. In 
disengaging him the Management neither violated any 
provisions of the Act nor used unfair labour practice, 
therefore, the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

The workman has raised his claim on the plea that 
since 12 months preceding the date of termination of his 
services on 18th December, 1997, he had served the 
Management continuously for 241 days, therefore, he was 
entitled for the protection under Section 25-F of the Act. In 
my opinion the workman is wrong in making this claim. If 
we count 12 months from 18th December, 1997back to 19th 
Januaiy, 1997 the total number of days including Sundays 
and Holidays, come to 236 days and not 241 days as is 
claimed by the workman. The workman, therefore, did not 
have the protection of Section 25-F since he had not put in 
continuous service for one year as is defined by Section 
25-B of the Act. In his statement he admitted that he was a 
daily wager and that he had served the Management 
continuously. In his statement of claim he gave the specific 
dates during which he had served the Management and by 
claiming that he had sewed the Management continuously 
he meant that he had sewed the Management from 1st 
November, 1996 to 31st January, 1997 and then from 23rd 
May, 1997 to 18thDecember, 1997. Nowhere he has claimed 
for any other period during which he had sewed the 
Management. The claim made by the workman that the 
Management violated the provisions of Section 25-F before 
terminating his sewices is not available to him as h? did 
not fall within the protection of Section 25-F of the Act. 
His, this claim is, therefore, not valid. 

The workman has also raised the claim that the 
Management violated the provisions of Section 25-G of 
the Act, since they retained his juniors in service while 
terminated his sewices. Neither in his statement of claim 
nor in his own statement he named his juniors who had 
been retained in sewice or who had been employed by the 
Management without giving him the option of re¬ 
employment. Similarly he failed to prove that the 
Management engaged 500 workers in their unit and, 
therefore, he was entitled for three months notice before 
the termination of his sewices. It is true that the witness of 
the Management admitted that they had employed hundred 
workmen in the power house during the period the workman 
had sewed them, even then this benefit is not available to 
the workman for the reason that he had not put in 
continuous sewice of one year on the day his sewices 
were terminated. The admission of the Management that 
they had employed 100 workers, thus, is of no use to the 
workman. There is another reason not to accept this claim 
qf the workman as the reference made by the Government 
does not include in it the claim of the workman of violation 
of Section 25-N of the Act. For these reasons, the workman 
is not entitled to the relief he has claimed alleging the 
violation of Section 2 5 -F, G and N of the Act. 
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In view of the discussion made above I am of the 
opinion that the workman has failed to prove his claim that 
the Management had violated the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act at the time they terminated his services on 
lSthDecember, 1997. The woricmanis, therefore, not entitled 
to any relief The award is passed against him and in favour 
of the Management. Let a copy of this award be sent to the 
appropriate govt, for necessary action and the file be 
consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Pleading Officer 
17 2007 

*T.3W. 1744.— 1947 (1947 

•3TT14) 17 % t ^ W- 

<>IW a'A* 

if aWw> ftWW, afoftftre gtfiWRW, 

tftssr 38/1992) ^ t, 

•aft %^f WBR 17-05-2007 ^ W* $3* I 

[U -2012/398/1991-3*1$ (tft-II)] 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1744.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award(Ref. No. 38/1992) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employer in relation to the 
• management of SECL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

{No. L-22012/398/1991-IR<C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COUKi; 

JABALPUR 

No. CGJTftCfW3Sfn 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Sri Mohd. Ajamuluddtn, 

S/o Mohd. Iliyas, 

Ex-BatfliWaker, 

P. O. Kotina, 

VUl.: Lahsri, 

Distt. Shahdol . - Workman/Union 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Jarnuna and Kotma Areas of S. E. C. Ltd., 

P. O.: Jamuna Colliery, 

Distt. Shahdol .Management 


AWARD 

(Passed on 30th day of Aprfl, 2007) 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/398/91-IR(C-n) dated 12-2-92 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, Jamuna 
and Kotma Areas of S. E. C. Ltd., P. O. Jamuna 
Colliery, Distt. Shahdol (MP) in terminating services 
of Mohd. Ajamuluddin, Badli workman of Govinda 
Colliery w.e.f. 25-2-1990 is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled to ?” 

2. The case erf workman Shri Mohd. Ajamnhiddm in 
brief is as follows. That he applied for the post of worker as 
Category-!, Mazdoor and after an interview and 
competition, he was selected as Catcgory-1, Mazdoor. 
Thereafter he was seat for vocational training of Badli 
worker as Category-1 Mazdoor by an order dated 18-7-1989 
issued by the Dy. P. M. (I. R. J. and K. Appontt./89/428) of 
the management. Thereafter, Ms appointment was further 
extended for a period of 90 days by an order dated 1-9-89 
(Annexure S-1). In the meantime, the management wanted 
to acquire the land of the father of the workman in respect 
of a Plot No. 938 area 4.4Q acres and to this effect, an 
agreement was signed (Annexure S-2). Thereafter by an 
order dated 15-1-90, the appointment cider of the workman 
was approved by Dy. Manager, Jamuna and Kotma Area. 
It is also mentioned therein that an agreement has to be 
signed with regard to the laud and the case which was 
pending before the CommiMoner, Rewa is to be withdrawn. 
Annexure S-3 is the copy of foe order dated 15-1-90. On 
17-1-90, foe service erf the workman and his appointment 
was approved for a further period of 30 days and he was 
aUoWedfor duties and thereafter another order was issued 
that the service of workman was allowed for duty for a 
period erf one week by an order dated 17-2-90. Annexures 
S-4 and S-5 are copies of the orders respectively. Thereafter 

the name of vrortanan was struck off and he was ceased to 

work. That neither aay enquiry was conducted against the 
workman nor his work was unsatisfactory The workman 
was disallowed to work because of a case with regard to 
acquisition of land was pending before the Commissioner, 
Rewa and the workman did not persuade to withdraw the 
said case. The termination of the workman is against the 
provisions of standing orders. After completing 155 days, 
his service could not be terminated and he became a 
permanent workman. Other junior persons who were 
appointed along with the workman were retained in the 
service. The termination of the workman amounts to unfair 
labour practice. It is against foe provisions of Standing 
Orders and against foe provisions of I. D. Act, 1947. It 
amounts to retrenchment and it could not be done without 
complying with the provisions of Sec. 25-F of I. D. Act, 
1947. That foe workman is entitled for continuation in 
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serace' vith all back wage* from the date of termination of 
hi^ service. 

3. The management contested the reference and filed 
their WS. Their case in brief is as follows. Workman 
Shri Me hd. Ajamuluddin was appointed for a period of 90 
days by >rder dated 18-7-89 as Badli Mazdoor on temporary 
basis. H e was a temporary employee and his services to be 
automat ically terminated after expiiy of the period stipulated 
in the a >pointment order. This appointment was given to 
Shri M( hd. Ajamuluddin because certain land measuring 
4.40 aci e under Khasra No. 938 situated in village Lahsui, 
Tah. Kntma was required for mining operation. It was 
reportec to the management that the aforesaid land belongs 
to one Shri Mohd. Idris and the land is under his 
possession. Shri Mohd. Idris requested for giving 
employ! neat to his son Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin as land 
outsee or taking over the aforesaid land for mining 
operatic n. Accordingly temporary appointment for 90 days 
was givi ;n to Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin and he joined duty 
on 2-9-39. While working so, he was granted further 
extensi< n of 30 days and his service was to be terminated 
vv.e.f. 1" -2-90 because in the meanwhile it was reported that 
the lane did not belong to Shri Mohd. Idris but it actually 
belongs to M/s. ACC Company and Shri Mohd. Idris gave 
false ini Drmation Mid that a diipute regarding the land was 
pending with Commissioner, Rewa wherein Shri Mohd. Idris 
had clai tned for changing the ownership of the land in his 
name. / Jl the authorities of Shahdol District have decided 
the disp ute by holding that the land is belonging to M/s. 
ACC an i after nationalization the management of SECL are 
the own srs of the land. In view of the above, it is clear that 
the lane is belonging to SECL and Shri Mohd. Idris had 
given a false information and the appointment of his son 
Shri Mi )hd. Ajamuluddin was not proper. However the 
services of Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin were terminated as 
per the stipulation in the contract of service. In fact his 
appointment came to an automatic end on 17-2-90. His 
service vas terminated as per stipulation in the contract erf 
employs neut and he was not in employment fora period of 
one yeai also. As such termination is legal and proper and 
no inter erence is called for. The termination was as per the 
contraci of employment, ft is neither retrenchment nor any 
charges leet or enquiry was necessary. The action of the 
manage ment is folly justified and the workman concerned 
is not ei ititled to any relief. It has been further pleaded in 
the rejo: nder to the Written Statement erf the management 
that in fact the offer erf appointment was given to the 
worknu n who is son of so-called owner of land measuring 
4.40 acr ss under Khasra No. 938 situated in Village Lahsui, 
Tah. Kt itma as land oustee for taking over the aforesaid 
land for mining operation. The letter marked as Annexure 
S-2 is n< (thing but with reference to certain letter informing 
the Dy. CME by Sub-Area Manager, Govinda Sub-Area 
that the agreement with Shri Mohd. Idris, father of the 
workms n in respect of Plot No. 938 for an area of 4.40 acres 


has been duly signed. In fact the order dated 15/16-1-90 
which is marked as Annexure S-3 is a letter written to the 
workman by the GM, Jamuna and Kotina Area informing 
him that with reference to his order of appointment dated 
18-7-89, extension of 30 days has been approved and he 
was advised to report for duty to the Sob-Area Manager, 
Govinda Sub Area. It was further informed to the workman 
that necessary agreement and affidavit are to be filed by 
the father of workman before Commissioner, Rewa in 
connection with the dispute of title of land pending before 
the Hon’ble Commissioner, Rewa. The document Annexure 
No. S-4 is nothing but the office order in respect of allowing 
the workman for duty in the light of the order dated 
15/16-1-90 which is marked as Annexure No. S-3. ft is 
pleaded by the management that the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. 

4. Workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin in order to 
prove his case examined himself. Against the above, in 
order to defend the reference, management examined 
Shri D. Hargave, then working as Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manager, SECL, Koyla Bhawan, Dhanbad (Bihar) and 
Shri S. K. Juneja then working as General Manager, Jamuna 
and Kotma Area, SECL, Bilaspur. 

5. Both the parties have filed Photostat copies of 
certain documents which shall be referred in the body of 
this award where the need be. 

6. I have heard Shri P. N. Pathak, Advocate the 
learned counsel for the workman and Shri A. K. Shashi, 
Advocate the learned counsel for the management. I have 
very carefully gone through the entire evidence on record. 

7. The learned counsel for the workman submitted 
that the workman has continuously worked as Badli worker 
with the management for 195 days and therefore according 
to provision of Sec-25(B) of the I. D. Act, 1947, he has 
continuously worked with the management for a period of 
one year as he worked below ground in the mine. The 
learned counsel for the workman emphasised that the 
termination of workman from service amounts to his 
retrenchment and that is too without complying with the 
provisions of Sec. 25-F of the I. D. Act, 1947 and therefore 
it is illegal. Against the above, the learned counsel for the 
management submitted that the workman worked with the 
management only for 109 days below the ground in the 
mine and therefore it cannot be held that he continuously 
worked for one year with the management and therefore 
the -termination of service of workman is not hit by the 
provisions of Sec. 25-F of the I. D. Act, 1947. 

8. Now it is to be calculated that for how many days 
workman has continuously worked with the management 
as Badli worker. It has been averred in the statement of 
claim by the workman that after having completed 155 days, 
his service could not be terminated as he became a 
permanent workman. That his termination is against the 
provisions of the Standing Orders and the I. D. Act, 1947 
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and amounts to retrenchment which could not be (tone 
without co mp ly i ng with the provisions of Sec. 25-F of the 
I.D. Act, 1947. ft means the averment of the workman is 
that he worked as Badli worker with the management tor 
more than 155 days below ground in the mine. This averment 
of the workman has been denied by the management in 
their pleadings. It is admitted to both the parties that the 
workman was initially appointed vide order dated 18-7-89 
as Badli workman for a period of 90 days and he underwent 
vocational training w.e.f. 26-7-89 to 16-8-89 for 22 days, ft is 
also admitted to both the parties that after compacting 
training, die workman joined defy on 2-9-89 and he 
performed his duties till 24-2-90. That his termination took 
place on 25-2-90. In his affidavit, the workman deposed 
that including the training period, he worked below ground 
in the mine continuously for 195 days which is as loikws: 

Period Total days 


a 

26-7-891016-8-89 

22 days 

b. 

2-9-89 to 16-1-90 

136 days 

c. 

17-1-90 to 16-2-90 

30 days 

d. 

17-2-90to 24-2-90 

07 days 


Ibtal 

195 days 


It is to be noted here that except the affidavit of 
workman, there is no independent, oral or documentary 
evidence to corroborate the above oral testimony of the 
workman given by him. It means that except the above oral 
evidenc e of workman, there is no documentary evidence 
for proving the fact that the workman worked with the 
management below the ground in the mine for 195 days 
continuously. 

9. Against the above, the management’s witnesses 
Shri D. Hargave, then working as Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manager, BCCL, KoyalaBhawan, Dharibad (Bihar) deposed 
that after getting the vocational training, the workman 
became eligible to work below ground in mine. That any 
person who has undergone vocational training to become 
eligible for employment, that period is not counted as 
employment That the workman was issued appointment 
letter on 1-9-89 by the then Personnel Manager and he 
joined on 2-9-89. This witness deposed that the following 
are the particulars of work done by the workman with the 


management: 

Month 

Attendance 

September, 1989 

24 (toys 

October, 1989 

23 days 

November, 1989 

26 days 

December, 1989 

04 days 

January, 1990 

17 days 

February, 1990 

14 days 

Ibtal 

109 days 


Mamgemeut’i other witness Shci S. K. Jump, then 
working as General Manager, Jamuoa amd Kotina Area, 
SBCL, BilMpur contibosatod the above oral testimony of 
management's witness Shri D. Hargave. Both these 
witnesses haw been cross examined at length on behalf 
of workman. They have not been asked a single question 
daring the crow ijiiaaurafooo regastirng the correctness of 
number ofworioag days deposed by them, ft is to be noted 
here that both the dbove witnesses in fheir affidavits sworn 
m that the copies of statutory documents requited to be 
raahstained by the management Form “B" Register, Leave 
Account and actual number of working (toys regiriered 
fki«w g ti>gcad M Ml M r year 1989 and during the calendar year 
1990 are Exhibit M/7 to Ex. M/9 respectively on record. 
Thi* evidence of the Witnesses had not bees controverted 
on behalf of the workman. This documentary evidence 
corroborates tire oral testimony of management’s witnesses 
SkriD. Hargave and Shri S. K. Juaeja that the workman 
worked for only 109 days during the period of his 
employment wkh the management. Under the provision of 
See. 25^oftheI.D. Act, 1947, a workman shall be deemed 
to be hi continuous service under an employer for a period 
of one year, if the workman, dratogthepokxitf ^ 
months preceding the date with reference to which 
calculation is to be made, has actually worked under the 
euqHoyo-for not less than 190 days ifl the ease of workman 
employed below grown! m a mine. Thus toe requirement of 
the provisions of the Sec. 25(B) of the I. D. Act for deeming 
that the workman has continuously served with the 
emjkoyer for a period of oueyusr, he must have done work 
not less than 190 days in die case he was employed below 
ground in a and if die mid roquiresB@ut is complied 

iritii,o^thMri»picnirioiBafSec. 25(F) of die I. D. Act, 
1947 come into play. In thi* case,-only k is proved that the 
wo rk ma n worked totth the management as Badli workman 
only for 109 days below ground in rntne. Therefore the 
proriricnofSec. 25(F) of the L D. Act, 1947 are not attracted 
in this case. 

19ft m admitted to both pet*** tout the workman 
was appointed vide order dated 18-7-89 winch is Exhibit 
P-l/M-4 (Photostat aopies-of appowunsiU letter). It is vevy 
etear from the copiesoffleesuid appomtewas tatter that the 
workman was appointed as bodfc worker temporarily for a 
prafodof 90 days and tiiat to too rabbet to medical flmess. 
It to also etourtooni tke said tottsHfcri the workman would 
tw#vmvocafcaaalwwwmg on production of duly attested 
photograph by the management. Photostat copy of letter 
dutod 15-16/1/1990 by the General Manager, Jaurana and 
KotoM Area to the workman (Ex. P-5AI-3) reveals that foe 
appointment of workman was farther extended for a period 
of 30 days, it also indicates that in the meantime agreement 
had to be signed said affidavit to be sworn in and the case 
from the court of Commissioner, Rewato to be withdrawn. 
The Photostat copy of office order dated 4-9-89 Ex. P-4 
reveals that the workman joined his duty w.e.f. 2-9-89. It is 
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also menti oned therein that the appointment of workman or rejoinder to the statement of claim, now he cannot be 

was for a period of 90 days and after the expiry of the legally permitted to lead evidence of the fact which he 

.aforesaid f eriod, his appointment shall automatically stand failed to deny in his rejoinder to the statement of claim. 

terminate< I. The Photostat copy of letter dated 17-2-90 by. Against the above, management’s witnesses Shri D. 

iihe Sr. P. C L Govind Sub-Area to the Shift I/C, Relay R/A Hargave and Shri S. K. Juneja deposed in their affidavit 

i,Ex. P-7) c learly show that the workman was allowed to do that the appointment was given to workman Shri Mohd, 

duty from 17-2-90 to 24-2-90. Thus it is quite evident from Ajamuluddin because certain land measuring 4.40 acres 

the above documentary evidence that first of all, the under Khasra No. 938 situated m Village Lahsui, Teh. Kotma 

workman vas allowed to do duty for 90 days as temporary was required for mining operation. It is further deposed in 

Badli worl man. It was extended for 30 days and thereafter their affidavits that it was reported to the management that 

at was fur her extended for 7 days, but his appointment the aforesaid land belongs to Shri Mohd. Idris and the land 

remained ns temporary Badli workman, meaning thereby; is under his direct possession. That Shri Mohd. Idris 

he was apj ointed temporarily and it cannot be legally held requested for giving employment to his son Shri Mohd. 

that he wa > permanently appointed as Badli workman only Ajamuluddin as land oustee for taking over the aforesaid 

1 because he worked with the management for 109 days below land for mining operation. Both the management’s witnesses 

ground ir mine. It is, therefore, concluded that the have further deposed that Shri Mohd. Idris of Lahsui village 

terminatio ti of the workman is neither hit by the provisions requested that his land No. 938 measuring 4.40 acres in 

of Sec. 25( r ) off D. Act, 1947 nor any clause of the standing village Lahsui be acquired for mining operation and in lien 

orders, thereof Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin, S/o Shri Mohd. Idris be 

provided employment against the said land. It has been 
11. The learned counsel for the management further deposed by both the witnesses that accordingly 

submitted that infact an offer of appointment was given to workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin was appointed for a 

the workn lan who is son of the so called owner of land further period of 30 days vide tetter dated 15-16/1/90 of the 

measuring 4.40 acres under Khasra No. 938 situated in General Manager, J and K Area in consideration of land of 

Village La tisui, Teh. Kotma as land oustee for taking over Mohd. Idris. It has also been deposed by both the witnesses 

the afores; lid land for mining operation. But lateron the of the management that the workman had submitted an 

managemt nt came to know that the aforesaid land actually application for employment (the Photostat copy of which 

lielongs to M/s ACC Company and Shn Mohd. Idris gave is Ex. M-l). This Photostat copy has been duly sworn in by 

a false inf< irmation that a dispute regarding the land was both the witnesses. It has been submitted on behalf of the 

landing w ith Commissioner, Rewa wherein Mohd. Idris workman that workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin is son of 

had claim id for changing the ownership of the land his Mohd. Illiyas and not the son of Mohd. Idris. It has been 

name. He emphasised that workman was terminated from specifically submitted by the learned counsel for the 
service as per stipulation in the contract of employment. workman that Mohd. Illiyas, father of workman Shri Mohd. 

Fhe same has been averred in the Written Statement and Ajamuluddin did not make any request to the management 

rejoinder :o the Written Statement filed on behalf of for giving employment to this son in lieu of acquisition of 

manageim nt. But the above pleadings of the management his land. It is quite evident from the record that the name of 

have not t een denied either in the statement of claim or workman’s father is Mohd. Illiyas whereas the application 
rejoinder to the statement of claim filed on behalf of has been moved for giving employment to the workman by 

workman, rather; it has been averred in the statement of Mohd. Idris. This peculiar position has been explained 

claim that the management wanted to acquire the land of during the course of evidence of management’s both the 

the father < if workman in respect of Plot No. 938 Area 4.40 witnesses. They deposed that it may be pointed out here 

acres and to'this effect an agreement was signed. That that the said application of Mohd. Idris for employment of 

thereafter l y an order dated 15-1-90, the appointment order workman Shri Mohd. Ajamuluddin S/o Shri Mohd. Illiyas 

of the wor cman was approved by Dy. Manager, Janiuna is a very peculiar one. That in the application Shri Mohd. 

and Kotm i area that it is also mentionbd therein that an Idris has stated that the name of his son is Ajamuluddin, 

agreement has to be signed with regard to the land and the whereas at the bottom of the application, his father’s name 

case whicl was pending before the Commissioner, Rewa is is different i.e. Mohd. Illiyas. During the course of evidence 

to be withe rawn. Thus the workman did not dare to deny in of cross examination, the workman deposed that Mohd. 

Ids rejoinc er to the statement erf claim that he was given Idris is called “chacha” (uncle) by all, meaning thereby, 

appointment because certain land measuring 4.40 acres everybody calls him 4 chacha”. In the application for 

under Kh< sra No. 938 situated in "'Village Lahsui, Teh. appointment of workman Shri Mohd. Idris has requested 

Kotma ms required for mining operation. But in his that his son Mohd. Ajamuluddin be given appointment for 

affidavit, i he workman deposed that the management’s acquisition of his land as land oustee. It appears to be a 

assertion that he was given employment in lieu of natural phenomena that a person to whom everybody calls 

acquisitioi t of his land is baseless and wrong. Since the “chacha” may be calling his youngers as his “Beta” (Son), 

workman 1 Las not averred the same in his statement of claim The above deposition made by both the witnesses of the 
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management that ShriMofed. Mri* mowed an application 
for the employment of workman Mohd. Ajerneluddin as 
laud oustee finds corroboration m the Photostat copy of 
the application which if Ext. M-l or recced. The s ub m ission 
that the workman’s father Shri Mohd. Illiya* did wot mew 
an application for appoiatineut of workman as tamfOusfoe 
has no force. Besides the above, the Photostat copy of 
letter dated 15/16-1-90 by the General Manager to the 
workman (Ex. P-5/Ex. M-3 filed by the parties) clearly 
indicates that the workman was given employment in Heu 
of acquisition of land and it is mentioned therein that the 
agreement has to be signed and affidavit to be sworn in 
court and case from the Commissioner, Ruwa is to be 
withdrawn. This documentary evidence corroborates the 
oral evidence of management above two witnesses that 
the workman was given temporary employment as land 
oustee. Both the management witnesses deposed that it 
was reported that the feuid does not belong to Mohd. k)m 
but it actually belongs to ACC and Shri Mohd. Idris gave 
false information regarding his ownership and the dispute 
regarding foe land was jtopencMngwifcliwCom 
Rewa where Shri Mohd. Mrishaddarijwdfxchftagjegfoe 
ownership of land in Ms name. That in 1995, Cottec** 
Shahdol has decided the caanand foefatad that the land 


.. have been Mod by Ac ii inh ia— minfocete font Ids mum 
was sponsored by foe Eatplcytrirat Exchange, Baxter; foe 
ssMicatM^ofdmiaaeas^watnasai.c. irnrira—rfn 
effect that he was secanted afonr dm fote ffter 
pieced wliaaot upon. The above sribufofo ou mada ty the 
feasted counsel ft* themauagmasuf has Jbtce. 

13. It hm been tebufotedby foe learned eeueertfcr 
the management that foe workman was given empkymegt 
against acquisition, of land by the Government of India for 
ininvng purpose but foe said land did not belong to 
Shri Mohd. Idris who had moved application for the 
employment of foe worionaa, therefore on this ground, the 
workman is not entitled to claim for employment. Ha 
emphasised font a partem who approaches foe tribunal or 
the court for grant of relief must come with clean hands 
and in this case, the workman has not cone with dean 
hands, rather; management has been deceived as 
Mohd. Idris gave feteemfcimteiori font the landiatpeetem 
belonged to him and consequently foe weitman ie aot 
entitled to any relief. 

14. After hating uenteamedevesy a^matoftfesmne 
as eteemeed them, it is ocumtoded- foat foe esteem of foe 
a n m agamo te in tenamuring foe servteee of wentem* 


Ihe right of Mohd. Idris is ceased on the Laud. The 
management has filed the Photostat copy of order dated 
31 -8-95 passed in case No. 95/Wig./$4-95 im foe case of 
Western Cod Fields Limited, Kotma Sub Area through Sdb- 
Area Manager, WCL, Kotma area, Drift, Shahdol, MP versus 
Mohd. Idris. This Photostat copy of the order has been 
duly swomin by both foemanageamntfs wetnesses in their 
affidavits. This documentary evidence cornfoorates the 
oral testimony of both the witnesses mentioned above. 

12 . It is, therefom, conducted font foe workman was 
terminated from foe serviews per foinfoaftfomfoa Gifotrart 
of employment. Both the maaagduent^fo fenBSi i s farther 
deposed in their affidavits that in the affidavit submitted 
by workman, he has stated that his name was qxmsored 
by foe Employment Exchange. Bmteff audhe wmrecnaSed ^ 
after due interview, which it far from foe foci That in foe 
case of employment of any person whose name » 
sponsored by foe anptoynwat e u c hnh ge, i fofenafo fo of 
interview/test is scan to the e m ploye * and foe £Mfc 
Government too. That in the case of Shri ftfofod. 
Ajamuluddm, this is not correct. Had hte name sponsored 
by the Employment Exchange for fcrioview and for selection, 
the workman should have produced the employment 
exchange card and sponsored letter issued by the 
employment officer. That when a person is interviewed 
against the name sponsored by foe Employment Exchange, 
he is issued an interview tetter for appearing in foe test and 
intimation to this is also seat to foe Employment Exchange 
and the Collector. It has been submitted by the teamed 


w.e.f 23-2-1990 gfegid mA j islfo trl and fesfemst s forife d 
to any relinf. Having considered foe facte and 
qrcwnst ances of foe cam, 1 set oT tee view foat foe 
reference deeerves to be answered in fevow of foe 
management rind agasnat foe worltmmi with corns. 
Consequently foe n sfo r sn er is euawaeed su fewmr ttf foe 
management and against foe workman Shri Mohd. 
Ajanwhaddki with coats audit is hereby teidfoat tee action 
of foa General Manager, JaunmeandKiiHmn Areas of S. E. 
C. Ltd. PO Jamuaa Collisry, Distt. Shahdol (MP) in 


(rf&wtefeooftfefy w.e.f. 25-2-1990 iel 


ttoaay srlmf 


C M fiMOH, Ptomdh^Cfikxr 

mm nm— *M** 1 *m mfofrw, tw (mr 
for n) * m vr % % fofofo fob** foteN we 

tm% in um fe w )ihE fot fo^K 

awpie 3 ftfog fofoten fern 3 fofow mem fofoftte 
i, tefoh* % fours (foufotesqr 27/2002) fo 
fo 17-05-2007 fo* wu 

fwrun 

[4 ^R-22012/147/1999-nfo W* <fo-H ) 1 
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Honourable High Court of Bombay in writ petition 
No.3050 of 2002. The tantt of nte mat ghat fete 
schedule are as follow*: 

"Whether the Tcraport and Dock Waiters Unkmii 
justified in tenandiiig regularization of the settees 
of the contractor workmen working at Jaigacn, 
Sfeixampur and Ahmedmagar as permanent wotkaeo 
of FCI ? If not, to what relief the work*** aw 
entitled ?” 

2. The dispute is being raised by the Transport and 
Dock Worker’s Union (for short Union) and the itnfemnm 
of claim has been filed on 2-7-2003 by the Secreta ry of th e 
Union. The dispute is with respect to the employees wetting 
at Jalgaon and Shrirampur depots of te Food Corporation 
of India (for short F. C. I.), which is a Government 
undertaking incorporated under the F. C. I. Act. 

3. In view of the demand raised by the Union for 
abolition of Contract Labour System through the Central 
Advisory Board constituted under the Contract Labour 
(R and A) Act 1970, the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, in exercise of its power under Section 10(1) cf the 
Act issued a notification dated 26-3-1991 declari n g abolition 
of Contract Labour System in the depots of Shnrarapur 
and Jalgaon as a result of which these workmen working 
on the aforesaid depots were to be absoibed as permanent 
employees. The F. C. I. at its most of the depots in 
Maharashtra like Mumbai, Manmad, Pune, Panvel Waitiha 
etc. abolished contract labour systemby direct negotiations 
between the Union and the FCI and made permanent all the 
employees. The workmen under the reference were initially 
appointed as contract labour but sometimes in April 1991 
in view of a settlement after negotiations with the P. C. I. 
the workmen working at Jalgaon and Shrirampur depots 
organized their labour force through Labour Co-operative 
Society and worked as such through Co-operative Societies 
up to April i995. The F. C. I. in view of abflateral negotiation 
agreed to pay wages and allowances equal to the 
permanent workmen in May 1995. The Union emphasized 
the F. C . I . to make the workmen under reference permanent 
and for it approached the Regional Labour C unin tefo ier 
(Central), Mumbai but failed. Accordingly te writ petition 
No. 1806 of 1993 was filed before the Honourable High 
Court of Bombay in which an order was passed in favour 
of the workmen to grant consequential benefits of 
permanent workers. The F. C. I. appealed before the 
Honourable High Court vide S. L. P. (Civil) No. 16122 to 31 
of 1998 which was disposed of in favour of F. C. I. in view 
of the judgement of Steel Authority of India v/s. National 
Union Water Front Workers. Taking advantage of this 
judgement the F. C. I. stopped payment of wages equal to 
permanent worker and introduced its own Direct Payment 
System (D. P. S.jw.e.f. 26-11-2001. The workmen pofoimed 
the same and similar type erf work at par with the work 
performed by the permanent departmental workers and the 


C q— qaefety, te writ 


Contention fited. The i 
fe fe fettt d to te Gwen 

petition No. 3030 of2002 


report tote Conferi GowmnMftfor mating 


of Jalgaon Depot and 85 wnrimns iftfete Dapotteo 
have been woekfeg for te hot moo* ten 20 yearn wife 
F.C. 1. witbteanybrefefefea% 
and ten through Co-operative Society and lastly directly 
ntwtef the control of the F. C. I. under Direct Payment 
System. Hence, te workmen aw entitled to be jepdarized 
w.e.£ 26-3-1991. 

4. The written statement tebaan filed by te F. C. I. 
on 22-8-2003 and it has been aBaged font F. C. I . m a Strtutofy 
Corporation set up under the provisions ^F. C. I. Art 1964 
and the Corporation act* on bahaif Of te Go mntn snt of 
IiwMafor performing various a pewati ons en& wte d to it by 
the Government in pdbfcc interest Mkeprocurmg, storing, 


* ■ ■ 'o a v 

Public Distribution System and other schemes of the 
Government. The workmen under r e feren ce had been 
empkyed ante «w|nii»aa 

through contractors and subsequently throng* G>- 


vywuuiv —--f o 

the settled legal position as kid downty the Apex Court. 

, k is contended that the relief of re gul a rizin g te aerrice of 
the workmen and feat too wife retrospective effect 6om 
26-3-1991 would iaapoae heavy fiaapci^lMirdenon F. C. I. 
and hence te relief may be refined. In tins view of te 
matter te f, C. 1. do®* *Ot fefetO fife te 
to te statement of claim 


Contract Labours m other depottbf te F. C. I. and leaving 


6 . The Union filed the affidavit of Shri Tufowam Piran 
Sonawane and Mr. Shri ram Jyotirasn Suravade in Hen of 
their examination in chief. The F. C. I. filed the affidavit of 
Shri AjitTaneram Bhavsar and Shji Sadashiv Gawd in lieu 
of their examination in chief. 

7. Mr. Sonawane has stated in hi* cross ex am i na tion 


of transportation, loading, untoadisg, stocking of food- 
grains ato They are getting wages tteough Direct Payment 
after the abolition erf Contract Labour System. He 
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Hated that “it n time the itMciie of woikefthe 
B nd h w—rw» mmm dwged.lt is tree tbat 
radar fofiwnoe mi aotbciag given the benefits 
CA, Madfcafl wrafoMwii ra and other benefits 
perra u w n t workmen. Loweet category of 
ratines if the Loader and Godown Maidoor. 
the work of toading and mtkxxiiag. Godown 
w the work of ctararag the godown and food- 
■g his tenure, at Jalgaon there were 53 loaders 
vnMazdoors. AS of them work under contract 
own their society and now DPS system, 
w that F. C. I. has net filed any document to 
ionchip in between F. C. I. and society. DPS 
I hunt November 2001. All the workers under 
reference act getting wages ffotnF. C. I. under D. P. S. But 
they are not getting the benefit of permanent workmen. *’ 

Gamd admitted in his cross-examination that 
a under reference are getting wages wider 
monad 2003. kistna® that from the introduction 
tere is no intermediary contract or society for 
wages. The wages of the workmen are not 
ay point of time and whatever is paid to than, 
wages as fixed by the F. C. I. He has also 
t k is true that the control of the workers under 
now with the F. C. I. The leave records are 
yF. C. I, and m case of absenteeism the wa^es 
by the F. C. I. The supervision of the workmen 
e F. C. I. There is difference in the wages and 
tions whh thepeenuumat workmen. 

v? hftad the teamed counsel for the parties 
QHgh the second. 

i a perucal of the evidence oa record, die 
i emerge* lethotF. C. I. has not made a specific 
facts alleged m the statement of claim. The 
mept filed by the F. C. I. is very short and the 
ion whkh has bean rawed therein is to the 
e wottuae* have »c vetted nght to stems for 
aandpanteofhrraiftu 11 iiifiilu joparmaa&a 
view of the aetthd i^pat pn eh ma . Fasten it 
f*xl i»*emalte»ttaaMmm shat tt* gsaat of 


36-3-1931 would eoaaegpreat fluttvaad burdea on the 

oflF. C. I. 

e facts are not m anch dispute. It appears to 
position that the workmen under reference 
jrking with F. C. I. for the last more than 20 
were initially employed through contractors 
tently through Co-operative Societies and 
re now under Direct Payment System since 
; admitted position that the workmen are now 
ect supervision of the Management ofF. C. I. 
rant of leave benefits etc. or liable to any 
icticn. There is no intermediary since 2001 in 
. 1. and the w orkmen . Entire service record is 
>y F. C. I. The w^es are paid by the F. C. I. 


directly to the workmen. The service is continuous without 
any break for a day. They are getting the wages at par with 
the permanent workmen but not getting the benefits like 
HRA, CCA, Medical reimbursement and other benefits 
available to permanent workmen^ The workers involved 
are 79 at Mgaoa and 85 at Shrirampw Depot. They are 
doing the work of loading, unloading. The nature of the 
work is perennial. If also appears to be admitted position 
that except these workmen no other workmen is working 
with F. C. I. at its Depots either on contract basis or as 
casual labourer or under Direct Payment System. It appears 
to be admitted position that after abolition of contract 
labour, aU other casual workers working at other depots in 
the State of Maharashtra had beeil absorbed in serv ice by 
F. C. I. The only exception is there with respect to the 
workmen under reference at Jalgaon and Shrirampur depots. 
It appears that these workmen were also likely to be 
absorbed in service but for the judgement of Steel Authority 
of India, the F. C. I. bargained with the workmen and made 
them agreeable after negotiations to work under Direct 
Payment System. Keeping the workman for the work of 
perennial nature for a long period without any break under 
Direct Payment System implies that F. C. I., has, in principle, 
accepted the workmen as its employees. There appears to 
be no dispute of relationship of Employer and Employees. 
It is not the case in which the workmen are working under 
any contract which is to be unveiled by the Court to 
ascertain to true spirit behind it and its camouflages. It is 
not a case in which the F. C. I. has come forwarcTthat the 
workmen have been kept for a short period or with 
intermittent breaks. There is no evidence to show that the 
workmen have been kept-for a fixed period for a particular 
purpose and the employment would come to an end by 
afflux of time or by the fulfilment of the purpose for which 
they were being employed. It is not a case in which the 
F. C, I. has come forward that there are no sanctioned post 
or that the appointment is against the rules or that the 
F. C. I. is inclined to make a recruitment in future in 
accordance with rules and regulations. It is true that the 
F. C. I. is a Government Undertaking and the recruitment 
meat be made in accordance with tijte rules =M»d regulations 
but it does neither it is done nor F. C. I. appears to be in a 
mood to recruit so in future. 

12 In view of the law laid down by the Apex Court in 
the case of Secretary, State of Karnataka Vs. Uma Devi II 
LLJ SC 722 and Indian Drugs and Pharmaceuticals Ltd. 
20071CLR 48 the casual/daily rated workers in Government 
and Local Bodies are held to be not entitled to relief of 
absorption in a regular service or parity of pay with regular 
employees but can be allowed to compete waiving age 
restrictions and giving weightage for their past work as 
and when sanctioned post filled by the Department. The 
rules of recruitment cannot be relaxed and no direction of 
regularization of temporary appointee de horse the rules or 
for continuation in service can be given. 
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13. The leaiaKd coy^#^:J^ ^ 3|Mto)W c i^ a 

Jawanh ey of Ti^fiMi^flf 

?wif.lv 1 ^iv.',^'J 1 i l, » 'y'lw 11 “ ^ 

AIR 19*3 (SC) 4©9'B:H:E.*L. Wbflifers ASs tmfibkVb 
Union of India; 1995HLU339 (SC) PariraalGJandfa 
Raha and Others Vs. Life IttsunMce Corporation of 
India; 1997 (I) LLR 292 (156) Air India Statutory 
Corporation Vs. United Labour Union; 2600TLLJ 
1050 (SC) Railway Parcel and Goods Handling 
Mazdoor Union Vs. Union of India; 2000 (87) FLR7 
(SC) G. B. Pant University of Agriculture and 
Technology Vs. State of Utter Pradesh; 2003 (3) CLR 
188 (SC) B. H. E. L. Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh; 20641 
CLR 81 (SC) Ramsingh Vs. Union Territory 
Chandigarh; 3006 (2) LLN 23 (SC) workmen of 
Bhurkunda Colliery of Gtnteal Goal Fields and 
emphasized that these ase the casesia: which the 
Honourable Supreme Court issued orders $r 
regularization. 

14. Keeping in mind the settled legal position and 
peculiar facts and circumstances of the present case noted 
above, I feel that the workmen tinder reference working 
under direct control of F. C. I. and having the payment of 
wages under Direct Payment System be regularized for the 
primary obvious reason that the F. C. I. has already absorbed 
such other workmen working at other depots and workman 
under reference only have been left out. There should be 
no discrimination amongst the workmen working under 
the same terms and conditions. However, the regularization 
with retrospective effect i.e. March 1991 does not appear 
to be equitable. However, I feel that they deserve to be 
regularized from the date of publication of the Award. 

15. An Award is made accordingly. 

Justice GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
17 ■*£ 2007 

mm. Emu 1947 (1947 

*st 14) rift tm 17 % ft', W&K % 

ftgfcyqff sfc'snfr % ftK stgftst 
ft UCTR, atfWs, 

32/1996) % 

Rt 17-5-2007 qft-grerfgg q? 1 ■ 

fi,^W-22012/553/1995-’3?l|3TR(ftt-n)] 

gr*R ftte, 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1747.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32/1996) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation of the 


management of ECL and their wortapen, which was received 
by the Centi^Govermnent on 17-5-2007.' 

[No. L-220l2/533/1995-IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

rnmxnm 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 

ASANSOL 
Present: 

SriMd. Sarferaz Khan, Presiding Officer 
INFERENCE No. 32 of 

PASTIES: 

The Agent, 

Sarnia Kendra Colliery of E.C.L., 

Pandaveshwar* Rpdwan 

Vrs. 

The General Secretary, 

Colfceiy Mazdoor &abha, 

G.T. Road, 

Asansol, Burdwan 

HEPRESENTATWES: 

fV 1 *, 

For the Management ; SriP.K. Baneijee, Advocate 
For the Union {Workman) : Sri N. Ganguly, Advocate i 
Industry: Coal State: West Bengal 

Dated: 7-2-2007 
AWARD 

In exortfeibofftewers conferred by clause (d) ofSub- 
fection (1) and Sub-seofitti 2 (A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry ofLabow vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
£83/96 4R(C-II) dated 21-8*96 has bean pleased to refer the 
following disputefor adjudication by this TriNhfeR. 

SCHEDULE 

v <J 1f0heftier tke dbnhesal order of the management of 
Setnta Keatifea Colliery under Pandaveshwar Area ef 
M/s ECL in respect of Sh. Mafeitar Dhangar, Ending 
Engine Operator is justified ? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to ?” 

After having received the Order No. L-22012/553/95- 
IR (C-II) dated 21 -8-96 of the said reference from the Govt, 
of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, for adjudication of 
the dispute, a reference case No. 3 2 of 1996 was registered 
on 27-8-96 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices to the respective parties through 
the registered post directing them to appear in the,court on 
the date fixed and to file their written statements along with 


2646 GI/07—12 
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the releva it documents and a list of witnesses in support 
of their ck ims. In pursuance of the said order notices were 
.issued to tl ie parties concerned through the registered post. 
Sri N. Ganguly, Advocate and Sri P. Banetjee, Advocate 
appeared in the Court to represent the union and the 
management respectively and filed their written statement 
iin support of their respective claim. 

Fror a perusal of the record it transpires that the case 
was fixed f )r final hearing and both the parties were directed 
to come ready for argument. It further transpires that the 
union in s] >ite of direction failed to appear in the court on 
18-10-06,12-12-06 and 07-02-07for final argument. It appears 
that the un on is not interested to pursue the record. Neither 
the union nor its lawyer or the workman concerned 
appeared in the court to take any suitable steps. In such 
circumstar ce it is not advisable to keep the record pending 
any more for appearance of the union in order to take 
suitable stops. As such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

that let a “ Mo dispute Award” be and the same is passed. 
Send the c< pies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of labour, Mew Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of. 

I MD. SARFAR Z KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ fte#, 17 *t£ 2007 

^T.3h. 1748.— afiylPith faqis STfitfWT, 1947 (1947 
=FT14) m 17 % ^ % 

*1 3f)y)Pi=n fqqic, ^ K, arfwrnf^ 

(ri^lritSTT411/2001) HfrlPy i d t, 

^ '4-^117-5-2007 «TIi 

[ri. ^-22012/334/2000-3^ (rit-II)] 

g>*lK ^ sffiHowO 

New Delhi, the 17thMay, 2007 

S.O. 1748.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial ] disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 411/ 
2001) of th< Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Coi it, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industri al Dispute between the employers in relation of 
the managf ment of MCL and their workmen, which was 
received by (the Central Government on 17-5-2007. 

[No. L-22012/334/2OOO-IR(C-n)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BHUBANESWAR 


PRESENT! 

Shri 

C.G.H 


N.K.R. Mohapatra, Presiding Officer 
T.-cum-Labour Court, Bhubaneswar 


Industrial Dispute Case No. 411/2001 
Date of Passing Award—12th April, 2007 
BETWEEN: 

The Management of the Project Officer, 

Hingula OCP of MCL, PO. Dera Colliery, 

Distt. Angul-759 103 

... 1st Party-M anagement 

AND 

Their Workmen, represented through the 
General Secretary; 

Hingula Colliery' Mazdoor Sabha, 

NSN, Bharatpur Colliery, 

PO. South Balanda, 

Distt. Angul-759 103 

... 2nd Party-Union 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri M. Suresh Rao. ; For the 1 st Party- 

Authorised Representative Management 

Shri Biranchi Narayan Pani : For the 2nd Party- 

Management 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of labour, in 
exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2 (a) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947 (14 ofl 947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-22012/3 34/ 
2000-IR(C-II), dated 14-6-2001: 

SCHEDULE 

■‘Whether the action of the Management of Hingula 
OCP ofMCL by transferring Shri Nidhi Samal, Dumper 
Operator and Sh. Satananda Bhutia, Dumper Operator 
is a violation of Para—21.1 of the Certified Standing 
Order of MCL ? If so, what relief the workmen are 
entitled to ?” 

2. The Management of Mahanadi Coal Fields Limited 
is primarily engaged in mining and selling of coal in the 
State of Orissa. Hingula O.C.P. under Hingula Area and 
Jagannath Area are it other establishments besides other. 
Admittedly the disputant-workman namely Shri Nidhi Samal 
and Sayananda Bhutia, the two Dumper Operators of 
Hingula O.C.P. were transferred to Jagannath Area vide 
order No. 576, dated 5-8-2000 of the General Manager 
(A & R) M.C.L. and vide order No. 387, dated 9-8-2000 of 
the General Manager Hingula Area they were ordered to 
be relieved on 11-8-2000 so as to enable them to join in 
their new place of appointments in their existing grade/ 
capacity. The moment the above relive order was passed 
on 9-9-2000 both the workmen remained on sick leave and 
after raising an Industrial dispute before the R.L. C. (C) 
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through the present Union known as Hingula Colliery 
Mazdoor Sabha reported for duty in their former place of 
work at Hin g ula on 12-9-2000 and on 13-9-2000joined in 
Jagannath area as per the relieve order dated 9-8-2000. It is 
alleged by the Union that, the management was carrying a 
partition attitude towards different trade Unions and 
therefore these workers were transferred vindictively as 
they were belonging to their Union. It is further alleged 
that before transferring these workmen they were not issued 
with any 14 days clear notice as required under order 21.1 
of the certified standing order of the company and therefore 
the said order of their transfer is an illegality on the part of 
the Management. 

3. The Management on the other hand have averred 
in nut-shell that the transfer of the workman being on the 
ground of emergency no such advance notice-was required 
as prescribes under Order 21.1 of the Standing Order. At 
another stage of their counter it is contended that the 
transfer was effected on* the ground of exigency of work 
and therefore the Management was not required to give in 
writing the reasons of transfer along with the transfer order 
as claimed by the Union. While challenging the locus standi 
of the union it is further contended by the management 
that the workmen were never the members of the Union in 
question and therefore the later had no justification to raise 
a dispute before the R.L.C. (C). Though there was no ill 
motive of the Management behind such transfer order, the 
Union in question raised an Industrial Dispute 
unnecessarily just to come to prominence even though the 
workmen had never authorized it to agitate their cause 
before the R.L.C. (C). In nutshell it is claimed by the 
management that the order of transfer was validly passed 
and needs no interference by the Tribunal. 

4. On the basis of above pleadings of the parties the 
following three issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

1. Whether the reference is maintainable ? 

2. Whether the action of the management of 
Hingula OCR ofM.C.L. by transferring Shri 
Nidhi Samal, Dumper Operator and Shri 
Satyananda Bhutia, Dumper Operator is 
violative of Para 21.1 of the Certified Standing 
Order of MCL? 

3. If so, to what relief the workmen are entitled ? 

5. One witness each has been examined by the parties 
besides producing some documents. 

ISSUE NO. I 

6. This issue having not been pressed into service 
sincerely it needs no answer. 

ISSUE NO. 2 

7. The main contention of the parties being about 
the validity of the Transfer order issued to the workman it 


is profitable to quote the relevant portion of the Standing 
Order as admittedly applicable to these workmen. 

Order 21.1: Workman may be transferred due to the 

exigerraesofwoikftom one station to another.. 

.and provided further that (i) 

Except in case of emergency, minimum notice of two weeks 
is given on such transfer and (ii) reasonable joining time is 
allowed in case of transfer from one station to another. 

8. Prom the above provision of the Standing Order 
it is clear that in case of emergency a person can be 
transferred from one jcfo to another job of similar nature 
without any advance notice being given to him. But in 
case of other transfer minimum notice of two week is to be 
given in advance if such transfer is made on the ground of 
exigency of work. 

9. Ext-D is the order of transfer dated 5-8-2000 
issued by the Head Office of M.C.L. and Ext.-C is the 
relieving order dated 9-8-2000 issued by the General 
Manager of Hingula Area, where the workmen were working. 
In his evidence the management Witness, the Supervisor 
of Mines of Hingula Area, states that the transfer of the 
workmen was not made on the ground of emergency but it 
was'made on ground of exigency and there being no change 
in the nature of their job by this transfer no option of the 
workmen was needed to be asked before effecting their 
transfer. He fiirther states that when the transfer order came 
from the head office both the workmen went on medical 
leave from 9-8-2000 for about one month and after returning 
from leave on 15-9-2000 they protested against their transfer 
but however joined in their new place of posting on 
13-9-2000 It is admitted by the Union that these workmen 
after availing leave reported for duty on 12-9-2000 and on 
13-9-2000 they joined in their new place of posting on the 
basis of relieve order dated 9-8-2000 (Ex.-C). During cross 
examination the workmen Satyananda Bhutia, the sole 
witness examined on behalf of the Union, admitted that by 
the above transfer any of their service conditions were not 
changed. He fiirther says that after his above transfer to 
Jagannath Area he was promoted to Grade-C/G rade-II in 
the post of Dumper Operator. 

10. The transfer order Ext-D issued by the head 
office ofM.C.L. shows that along with these two workmen 
another Dumper Operator Srichandan Sahu of Jagannath 
Area also transferred in the same order. If its transfer order 
is examined along with the facts discussed in the previous 
Para it would indicate that the above order of transfer was 
made in due course on the ground of exigency of work as 
contended by the management Witness. 

11. Ext.-D is the transfer order dated 5-8-2000. Ext-C 
is the relieve order dated 9-8-2000 and Ext.-B is the office 
order of Jagannath Area intimating to its higher authority 
the fact of joining of these workmen in their place of transfer. 
A close scrutiny of Ext.-D and C indicates that no specific 
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date was prescribed in any of these letters suggesting a 
joining dah. Ext.-B indicates that when the woricman joined 
in their new assignment about months after the relieve 
order, no «idverse view of their late joining was taken. 
Therefore i n such circumstances, when the workmen were 
never askei l to join in their new assignment on or before a 
particular c ate, the order of transfer can itself be construed 
as an advantce notice of their transfer as required under 
Standing C irder 21.1. Had the management suggested a 
joining dat j within 14 days of the issuance of the transfer 
order or rel eve order, the matter would have been different 
and contrai v to the provisions of Order 21.1 of the Standing 
Order. 


LIST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
2nd PARTY-WORKMAN 

Ext-1 : Copy of the letter of the General Secretary, Hingula 
Colliery Mazdoor Sabha dated 16-8-2000 
addressed to the A.L.C.. (C) Bhubaneswar. 

Ext-2 : Copy of the letter of Shri Satyananda Bhufcia, dated 
12-9-2000 addressed to the Personnel Officer, 
Hingula Area. 

ExL-3 : Copy of the letter of Shri Nidhi Samal, dated 12-9- 
2000 , addressed to the Senior Personnel Officer, 
Hingula Area. 


12. lixt.-l shows that the Union in question was 
registered < >n 30-6-2000 i.e. about two months before the 
dispute was raised before the Labour Enforcement Agency. 
Ext. -E is a etter dated 3-1-2000 of the workmen (W. W.-l) 
authorizing the management to deduct from his pay bill the 
monthly membership fees payable to his Union Talcher 
Koiia Khar i Mazdoor Sangh. During cross examination he 
admits to h ive had not withdrawn his above authorization 
bv the time the present dispute was raised by the Union in 
question, si iggesting thereby that he was not a member of 
the Union i n question by the time the dispute was raised. 
Therefore 1 he allegation of the Union that the workmen 
were transf irred vindictively as they were its members can 
not be belie ved without a pinch of salt. When no specific 
joining dati: was given to these workmen they could have 
joined in th sir new assignment after availing transit as per 
the compar y's rule and therefore there was absolutely no 
justification for a Union of two months old to raise a dispute 
with a sinks notice immediately after such transfer order 
was passed. The hastiness with which it is done makes 
one believe that the intention of the Union behind raising 
Hie dispute vvas purely to capture the field by keeping the 
Management under its thumb. Therefore in these 
ciircuinstanxs it is held that the order of transfer or the 
action of the Management in issuing such order does not 
suffer from my legal infirmities. 

ISSUE NOJ3 


LIST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
1 st PARTY-MANAGEMENT 

Ext-A : Office Orders and Standing Orders of MClL. 

Ext-B : Office Order No. 15505 dated 14-9-2000 of Dy. 
Chief Personnel, Manager, Jagaimath Aam, oi 
MCL. 

Ext-C : Office Order No. 387, dated 9-8-2000 of the Senior 
Personnel Officer, Hingula Area of MCL. 

Ext-D : Office Order No. 576, dated 5-8-2000 of Shri S.P. 
Singh, General Secretary, General Manager MCL. 

Ext-E : Copy of the authorization of the disputant to 
Talchcr Koiia Khani Mazdoor Sangh. 

Ext-F : Certified Standing Orders in respect of South 
Eastern Coal Fields Limited/Mahanadi Coal Fields 
Limited. 
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13. Ia view of the discussions made under Issue 
No. 2 the w arkmen are not entitled for any relief. 

14, / iccordingly the reference is answered. 

Dictated and Corrected by me. 

N.K.R. MOHAPATRA. Presiding Officer. 

LIST OF > VTTNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE WORKMAN 

Workman Witness No. 1—The workman Himself 
Shri Satyananda Bhutia. 

LIST OF > WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE MANAGEMENT 

Management Witness No. 1—Ski S.K.H. Khadri. 


[ ft. TlyT-22012/592/1994(#-II) ] 
3T^ ■frRR ftte, 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1749—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 101/ 
1995) of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna 1 -cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Amiexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relaton of the 
Management of CMPDIL and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-5-2007. 

[No. L-22012/592/1994-IR(C-H)] 
AJ AY KUM 4 R GAUR, Desk Officer 









ANNEXES® 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVIHNMENT 
BrfMjSTiUAL TRIBENAIX1JM-LAB06R COiSKT, 
JABALPUR 

No.CGIT/LC/R/l<W5 

Shri C.M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

The General Secretary, 

K.MS.(UTUCX- 
P.O. Dhanpuri, 

Shahdol , ’ 

Versus 


to exigencies of work in Bfom, some local laboutsware 


... Woricuum/Union 


The Regional Director, 

CMPDIL, 

M.V Market, 

Bila^nrCMP) . . 

AWARB 

Passed on t&as 26th day of April-2907 

1. The GovemnWHt of Mr, MMHtf ef bltfttii '#01 
its Notification No. L-22G12/592/94-1R-C-II dated 26-5-93 
has referred the following dispute for adjsdicatioit'by this 
tribunal: 

‘Whether the action of Regional Director, Central 
Mine Planning and Design Institute Ltd. Bilaspur hi 
not giving employment to Shri Mahendra Pratap 
at CMPDIL Bijuri Camp w.e.f. 1-9-92 in the same 
capacity he was employed in the year 1988 is legal and 


2. The case of workman Sfiri Mdhendt«T > ihtap in 
brief is as follows. That he was employed as Category-I 
labour with CMPDI Ltd. at camp Bijuri since 27-12-87. The 
officer incharge, CMPDIL, Bijuri camp ceased him to work 
from September-1988. The workman raised an industrial 
dispute before ALC(C), Shahdol which ended in settlement 
to the effect that workman Shri Mahendra Pratap will be re¬ 
employed at CMPDI Ltd. Camp Bijuri as casual labom in 
the same capacity in which he was employed during the 
year 1988. The workman approached the management for 
giving him re-employment as per terms of settlement. The 
management asked him to sign a conditional agreement 
which he refused to sign. On it, the CMPDFLtd. did not re¬ 
employ him. Therefore UTUC Union again raised industrial 
dispute before Additional Labour Commissioner (C) but 
the conciliation failed. The CMPDIL committed an offence 
by not complying with the settlement reached before ALC 
(C) Shahdol. The workman/Union has prayed that as per 
settlement dated 1-9-92, he maybe re-employed with wages. 

3. The management in order to contest the reference 
filed tlieir Written Statement. Their case in brief is as follows. 
The CMPDIL, RI-V, Bilaspur was established in 1986. The 
CMPDIL, Bilaspur is having a exploration camp at Bijuri 


on daily wages. However after 1988, no such casual labooB 
were engaged in Bijim camp due to posting of regul a r 
workmen. Shri Mahendra Pratap was engaged on canal 
nature of jobs on contract basis/daily wages and against 
leave vacancies in the year 1988. He was engaged for the 
first time on 12-4-88 and from time to time he was engaged 
on casual nature of jobs upto September-1988. His total 
engagement during the period as per ma n a gem ent's record 
was only 93 days. However with titt posting on transfer of 

were dispensed with in Septembcjr-19&. Theamritworir of 
CMPDJL is to drill boreholes for which drill machines are 
shifted'fiom one borehole point to another. Before moving 
to new borehole point, sumps are to be dug for storing 
water required for drilling, approach to the site are to be 
leveled and sometimes shrubs aadbushes are also to be 
cut to enable the drill machines, vehicles, men and material 


are casual in nature ace done on contract basis and 
payments are made on measurement basridiractlyto the 
workmen. In before ALG(Q, Shahdofon 

30-7-92, management had agreed to employ Shri Mahendra 
Pratap as a casual labour in the same capacity he- was 
employed during the year 1988 arid both parties were to 


settlement i.e. by 29-8-92. Shri Mahendra Pratap did not 


the office of the Officer Marge, Bijuri for work on 31 -8-92. 
He was informed by OIC, Bijuri that 30 days agreement 
period is already over and he is net bound fo previds tare 
any weak. On j^iristentroquest, an humaaitariaa ground, 
Shri Mahendra Pratap was offered a job of sump digging 
on contract basis which is purely a casual nature of job . 
Fortunately this work was available on that day and 


The workman darted foe woric that day but next day, he did 
not turnup to compete the job. This affected innmflBimiut'r 


through other agency. The workman again reported rat 
16-9-92 and apologised verbally for leaving the work 
without information on 31-8-92. On his tendering verbal 
assurance of not repeating such behaviour in futine, he 
was again given stiralar job of sump digging on contract 
bates which he re fu s ed - to do. The above behaviour of 
workman Shri Mahendra Pratap indicates that he is only 
interested in lighter work and not ftilfilling the work which 
is availabl e on that day. The workman is not entitled to any 
relief what-so-ever. He was engaged only for 93 days as 
and when required against leave vacancies and this does 
not qualify him for regularisation. The attendance records 
produced by the union in the conciliation proceeding, also 
reveals that workman Shri Mahendra Pratap had worked 
for less than 240 days. Workman Shri Mahendra Pratap 
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)rt for work within 30 days as per terms of 
ted 30-7-92. The workman was not willing to 
variable work which was offered to him on 
1 ground. It is requested by the management 
n of the management be held fully justified 
man is not entitled to any relief what-so-ever. 

kman Shri Mahendra Pratap in support of his 
i himself. The management in order to delfend 
examined their witnesses Shri Ashok Kumar, 
king as WO/PO/Sr. Personnel Officer with 
> Bilaspur and Shri Shivs agar, then working as 
vith CMPDI, camp Kusmunda. 

i the parties have filed certain Photostat copies 
s. Those Photostat copies have not been 
;cordance with the law of evidence and 
se copies cannot be read in evidence. 

i the parties have filed written argument. I 
efully gone through the entire evidence on 
written argument filed on behalf of the parties, 
hri A.K. Shashi, Advocate the learned counsel 
ent. I could not have an opportunity to hear 
unsel for the workman/Union. 

s been submitted in the written argument on 
orkman/Union that the management is bound 
) the settlement arrived at between the parties 
:), Shahdol. Against the above, the learned 
e management submitted that the workman 
■ office of Officer Incharge, Bijuri for work in 
tie was informed by the Office Incharge, Bijuri 
ays agreement period of the settlement is 
nd the management is not bound to provide 
m. In this respect, workman Sliri Mahendra 
in his affidavit that when apj reared before 
barge Bijuri on 4-8-92 to seek employment 
the settlement, he was asked to sign a 
reement which he refused to sign. As against 
management witness Shri Ashok Kumar, 
s WO/PO/Sr. Personnel Officer with CMPDI, 
deposed that the workman reported to Officer 
ri for work on 31-8-92 and he was informed 
arge that 30 days agreement period is already 
not bound to provide any work. There is no 
svidence either oral or documentary that the 
Jared before Officer Incharge, Bijuri in his 
t on 4-8-92 to seek re-employment and he 
gn additional agreement, which he refused 
are the above oral testimony of the interested 
l being corroborated by any independent 
ce cannot be placed reliance upon. The 
:1 for the management submitted that from 
f both the sides; it is crystal ly clear that the 
mgaged for casual employme nt on contract, 
lid wages for the work done by him and he 


was not appointed as per the procedure laid down for 
recruitment. Workman Mahendra Pratap admitted during 
the evidence of his cross-examination that he was employed 
as daily-wager. He has clearly deposed that he used to get 
the wages after a fortnight and he was employed on daily 
wages of Rs. 10.50. He has also admitted in his evidence of 
cross examination that he was neither medically examined 
nor any appointment letter was given to him. He also stated 
that before his employment, no interview took place. This 
witness has also admitted that his name was not sponsored 
from the employment exchange office. Thus it is clear that 
the workman was not employed by following the procedure 
for recruitment. 

8 . The learned counsel for the management further 
submitted that as per the workman, he was engaged on 
daily wages. And if so, the contract of appointment starts 
in the morning and comes to an end of the day. He 
emphasised that the appointment of these nature are 
contract appointments and therefore, termination in the 
instant case cannot be treated as retrenchment. He also 
emphasised that the provisions of retrenchment would 
apply where person has worked for 240 days in a calendar 
year but in the instant case the workman himself admitted 
that he had worked only for 185 days and therefore the 
claim of workman is out of scope of I.D. Act, 1947. It is 
crystally clear from the evidence of cross-examination of 
workman Shri Mahendra Pratap that he stated that he had 
deposed before ALC(C), Shahdol that he had worked only 
for 185 days. Thus it is not proved that the workman worked 
with the management either for 240 days or more and 
therefore his claim is naturally out of scope of the 
provisions of I.D. Act, 1947, 

9. The learned counsel for the management also 
submitted that workman Shri Mahendra Pratap’s name was 
not sponsored by the employment exchange and as such 
he could not seek to cut down the constitutional rights of 
other persons of employment through employment 
exchange and selection by the CMPDIL because the 
employment exchange is the only agency where any person 
seeking employment can register himself and reference to 
Employment Exchanges guarantees the equality of 
opportunity for employment As already mentioned above, 
the workman has deposed in his evidence of cross- 
examination that his name was not sponsored by 
employment exchange, the above argument advances by 
the learned counsel for the management has force. 

10. The learned counsel for the management placed 
reliance on 1987 (II)LLN-Pg. 20 wherein the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court of India has observed that it is the desire of 
the Government of India that all Government Departments, 
Government Organisations and Statutory Bodies should 
adhere to the rule that not merely the vacancies should be 
notified to the employment exchange but the vacancies 
should also be filled by candidates sponsored through 
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employment exchanges. That it was only when no suitable 
candidates are available then other sources of recruitment 
were to be considered. In the case of public employment, it 
is necessary to eliminate arbitrariness and favoritism and 
introduce uniformity of standards and orderliness in the 
matter of employment. There has to be an element of 
procedural fairness in recruitment. If a public employer 
chooses to receive applications for employment as and 
when he pleases, and chooses to take appointment as he 
likes, a gross-element for arbitrariness is certainly 
introduced. This must necessarily be avoided if Articles. 
14 and 16 have to be given any meaning. 

11. The learned Counsel for the management also 
placed reliance on 1995(1) LU pg. 927, in which the Honble 
Supreme Court of India observed that eligibility and 
continuous working for however long period should not 
be permitted to overreach the law. Requirement of rules of 
selection through Public Service Commission cannot be 
substituted by human consideration. In the case of 
rec ruitment of sub-staff in CMPDIL, the Government has 
issued directives in selection the candidates sponsored 
through employment exchange. The legal validity of the 
i nstructions given by the Government has been uphold by 
the Supreme Court in the case of Union of India and others 
versus N. Hargopal and ors. 

12. The learned cosunel for the management also 
placed reliance on 1996(H)SCC-Pg. 341 wherein the Honble 
Supreme .Court of India has held that appointment on 
regular basis after selection according to rules, held a 
condition precedent hence persons appointed as part time 
employees dehors the rules, even though regularly working 
for a long time, are not entitled to regularisation. 

13. In view of the above, it is concluded that the 
workman failed to approach the management for being 
reemployed as per the settlement arrived at between the 
parties before ALC(C), Shahdol within the stipulated period 
of time. It is also concluded that the workman failed to 
prove that he worked with management for 240 days or 
more in a calendar year. Therefore the reference deserves 
to be answered in favour of management and against the 
workman. But considering the facts and circumstances of 
the case, I am of the view that the parties be directed to 
bear their own costs of this reference. 

14. In view of the above, the reference is answered 
in favour of the management and against the workman and 
it is hereby held that the action of Regional Director, Central 
Mine Planning and Design Institute Ltd., Bilaspur in not 
giving employment to Shri Mahendra Pratap at CMPDIL 
Bijuri Camp w.e.f- 1-9-92 in the same capacity he was 
employed in the year 1988 is legal and justified. 
Consequently the workman is not entitled to any relief. 
The parties shall bear their own costs of this reference. 


15. The copy of the award be sent.to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ 17 2007 
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New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1750. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No/*184/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Archaeological Survey of India, and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L ^2012/68/2001-IR(CM-II)] 
AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUMLABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NarCGrr/LC/R/184/01 

Shri C. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

Shri Vishram Singh, 

S/o Haiju Ahirwar, 

R/o Singbpur Taal, Chandqri. 

Guna. ... Workman/Umon 

Vlrrsus 

Assistant Superintendent, 

Archaeological Survey of India, 

Archaeological Museum, 

Singhpur Palace, 

P. O: Cbanderi, 

Guna. ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on 3rd day of May 2007 

1 The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-42012/68/2001-IR (CM-II) dated 
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27-11-20(11 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudicatic n by this tribunal: 

“ther the action of the management of Asstt. 
r intend ent, Archaeologist, Archaeological 
ry of India, Chaaderi m te rminating the services 
iri Vishram Siagh, S/o Hsuju Ahirwar w^.f. 
lary 2000 is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
is entitled for r 

Le case of workman Shri Vishram Singh is as 
lat he was initially appointed on July 1994 to 
tbour. He continued to discharge his duties as a 
>-2-2000, whereafter his services were terminated 
l order. Before terminating the services, the 
id not issue any notice of termination to the 
he management also failed to pay wages i n lieu 
-nod. The management has failed to provide 
hment compensation to the workman. Thus 
:>iy provision of Sec-25(F) of the ID. Act 1947 
implied with. The employer also violated the 
rf Rule-77 ofl.D. (Central Rules) 1957 in as 
hag to pu h i i sha copy of the properly prepared 
ist of the category of the workman herein, 7 
d the date of termination. The termination of 
he workman w.e.f. 29-2-2000 is bad in law and 
n is liable to be reinstated in service with foil 


rit 
days prior 
services of 


Tie reference proceeded ex parte against the 
leit The workman adduced ex parte evidence in 
affidavits. 

5-07 was the date fixed for hearing ex parte 
)n this date, Shri N.K. Salunke, Advocate, the 
ri^l for the workman and the workman Shri 
ngh in person came present. Shri Salunke 
rat the workman stated to him that now no 
t with the ina^^^ieM a^ therefQie no dispute 


9ttth©said c^te, workwanShH Singhstatedbafore 

that mo mdwet ria f dispute is lefobetween him 
a giuuanfe apdeo dinpute bapassed m the case. 

In view of the above, no chspute award is passed 
ference case witiaout any orders as to costs. 

Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
try ofLabpger as per rules. 

C.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^1^#, 17R£ 2007 

1751.—r<W, 1947 (1947 

*5 17 % 

[ %• h4m*i sfa 

fas*; 3 


3tfa*R3T, % -q MZ VGQ 

30/2001) wrftm t, wmi ust 

17-05-2007 «tl I 

[4 1^-42012/3/2005-ffR^HK(.^|r^i-li)] 

New Delhi, the 17th May, 2007 

S.O. 1751. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cento* 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 
No. 30/2005) of the Central Government JridtestrialTribunM- 
eum-Labour Court, Bhubanswar as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Institute of Freshwater Aquaculture (CIFA) and their 
workmen, which was received by the Comal Government 
on 17-05-2007. 

[No. L-42012/3/2005-IR (CM-ri)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXIM 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESHWAR 

Presort: 

ShriN.K.R Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar, 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 30/20W 
Date of Passing Award— 26th April, 2007 
Between: 

The Management of the Director, 

Central Institute of Fresh Water Aquaculture 
1 (CIFA), Bhubaneswar-751 002. 

V r • • .* - 1 

And 

Their Workmen, represented through the 
General Secretary, CEFA Shramik Sangha, 

• BO. Kausalyaganga, Bhubaneswar-751 002, 

... .2nd Party-Umon 

APPEARANCES: 

ShriK.C. Das, .... For the lstParty- 

Asstt. Administrative Officer Management. 

Shri Dhaneswar Behera ... .For the 2nd Party- 

Union. 

AWARD 

The Government oflndia, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
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and ^Bib-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of1947) ha*e referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-42012/3/ 
20(35 (IRCM-II), dated08-11-2005. 

‘‘Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Institute of Fresh Water Aquaculture in ter min a t i ng 
the services of 10 workmen (list enclosed) is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to T 

2. The shortly stated admitted facts of both parties 
is that during the year 2001 about more than 100 casual 
labourers including the 10 disputant workman were 
terminated. Of these terminated persons 99 workers raised 
an Industrial Disputes before the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (Central) through their Union (other than 
the present Union). In consequence a Tripartite Agreement 
was reached under which it was agreed that the 
Management would provide jobs to 60% of these workers 
through contractors. Some workers other than the 
disputants were accordingly provided with jobs through 
contractors. Being deprived of such job these 10 disputants 
raised another Industrial Dispute claiming their termination 
as bad. When the Government of India did not feel it fit to 
refer their case for adjudication, these workmen agitated 
another dispute through the present Union which ultimately 
culminated in the present reference. 

It is alleged by the Union in its counter that out of 
these 10 disputants one was working since 1991, five since 
1998, three since 1999 and another Shri Prabhat Kumar 
Satpathy since June 2000 by the time they were disengaged 
in July 2001. Since at the time of refusing employment no 
notice or retrenchment benefits were given to these 
workmen it is claimed that they are liable to be reinstated 
with full back wages. 

3. As against the above, it is averred by the 
Management that these disputants and many others were 
engaged on need basis in different time bound projects of 
the Management and on completion of these projects they 
were disengaged in the relevant year. Alter the above 
termination an Industrial Dispute was raised by 99 workers 
including the disputant through their Union, Kalinga 
Shramika Sangh (other than the present Union) and 
according to a tripartite settlement 60% of them were given 
employment through the contractors engaged 
subsequently while the disputants could not be 
accommodated. As these disputants were parties to that 
settlement they are estopped from claiming the relief asked 
for in this case. As to non-compliance of Section 25-F of 
the Industrial Disputes Act it is contended by the 
Management that since the engagement of these workers 
was on need basis to attend menial nature of job in different 
projects, their termination on closure of the projects can 
not be regarded as retrenchment so as to attract the 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act. 


In fist-shell it is otherwise contended by the Management 
thafmview of the earlier Tripartite Settlement between the 
Management aad the Kalinga Shramika Sangh of which 
the disputants were the members earlier, the present 
reference is not maintainable and the disputants are not 
enthlo&fe any other relief beyond such settlement. 

4. On the basis of the dbOre pleadings of the parties 
the following issues were framed: 

ISSUES: 

1. Wheihet the action of the Management of 
Central Institute of Fresh Water Aquaculture in 
terminating the services of 10 workmen as per 
list was legal and justified ? 

1 If not, what relief the workmen are entitled to ? 

5. From the side of the Union its General Secretary 
and one ofthe disputants have been examined as W. W. 2 
and W. W. 1 respectively. From the side of the Management 
its Senior Technical Officer (Engineering) has alone been 
e xamine d as M. W. 1. 

ISSUE NOS.land2: 

6 . These issues are taken up jointly as they are 
interdependent. 

The Management Witness (M. W. 1) does not 
tfcspute the engagement of these disputants in different 
project and department of the Management. He 
categorically says these 10 disputants and many others 
were engaged on drily wage since 1997-98 indifferent Unit 
Office and Projects undertaken by these Units to do 
miscellaneous work such as weeding work, feeding work, 
grass cutting, maintenance and cleaning of firm and fish 
culture tanks as per time to time requirements so as to 
assist the Scientists to cany out their research work in 
Breeding Unit, Fish Culkre Unit, Physiology and Hygiene 
Unit, Pond Environment Unit, Pathology Unit, Statistics 
Unit, Fish Nutrition Unit etc. Integrated Project work being 
a part of research work the Management used to keep 
goats, cows, pigs, chickens etc. to utilize their dung and 
excretes as food for the fishes and this is done as a part of 
research woric and to minimize the feeding expenses. These 
activities such as maintenance of these animals like cows 
etc. and feeding of their dung and excretes to fishes reared 
in different tanks are bring carried out through these 
workers since about last ten years as part of the Project 
work. The witness further stated that these projects work 
and the nonnal work ofthe Managemmxt can not be carried 
out without engaging menial workers like the disputants. 
He also admits that these disputants were working 
continuously since 1997 onwards till they were disengaged 
in 2001. Ext. 2/1, a list of Labourers prepared by the 
Management in June 2001 shows that the workman Pravat 
T/ oar Satpathy was engaged since June 2000 while the 
of the workmen are in the roll since 1998-99, all 
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suggesting that they were in continuous engagement for 
more th an 240 days in a year by the time they were 
terminal ed in June 2001. The evidence adduced by the 
Union bi sing to the self same effect and as admittedly no 
retrench ment compensation or advance notice was given 
to these i workmen before their termination, the above action 
of the M inagement can not be said to be free from blemish. 
It is no < oubt true that after the above termination of the 
workers numbering about 100 % tripartite agreement was 
reached i vith the espousing Union, Kalinga Shramik Sangh 
to provic e employment to 60% of the terminated workers 
through contractors. But that in no way can take away the 
right of t le workmen as given to them under Section 25 -F 
of the Ini lustrial Disputes Act when admittedly they were 
not paid any retrenchment benefits at the time of their 
terminal on even though by then each had worked for 240 
days continuously during the preceding 12 months. 
Therefo e in the above premises the action of the 
Managei nent in refusing employment to the disputants in 
July 200 is held to be bad under law. 

7 . As regards the relief to be given to the workmen 
the evide nee adduced by both the parties shows that after 
terminating the workers the Management had given 
contract Df the work performed by these workers to an 
outside L ibour Supply Agency almost soon after the above 
termination amountingrio retrenchment took place. 
Therefore in lieu of retrenchment and back wages the 
Managei lent is directed to pay compensation of fifty 
thousand to each of the disputant workmen within three 
months c f publication of this award. The amount should 
be paid ii i the shape of fixed deposits in any nationalized 
bank for a period of five years with quarterly payable 
interest. 

8 . The reference is answered accordingly. 

Dir 5cted and corrected by me. 

N, K. R MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
| LIST OF THE 10 WORKMEN 

01 . Haijekrushna Sethy. 

02. Tar^nisena Behera. 

i 

03. BucjhiramMuduli. 

04. Pra 1 - ata Kumar Sathpathy. 

i 

05; Suk ant Kumar Pattnaik; 

06. Kar u Ch. Bhanja. 

07. Gof al Chandra Jena. . 

08. Bra abandhu Mallik. 

09. Ran tesh Chandra Mallik. 

10 . Suk u Behera. 


UST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE WORKMAN 

Workman Witness No. 1—Shri Gopal Chandra Jena. 
Workman Witness No. 2—Shri Debendranath Mallik. 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE MANAGEMENT 

Management Witness No. 1—Shri Chakradhar Sahu. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
2 nd PARTY-WORKMAN 

Ext-1 Copy of letter No. 4676, dated 11-11-2003 of Asstt. 

P. F. C , Orissa, Bhubaneswar, 

Ext-1/1 Enclosure to Ext.-1. 

Ext-2 Copy of the Tripatrite Agreement dated 26-9-2001. 

Ext-2/1 Copy of the list of Workers. 

Ext-3 Copy of the representation of the Union before 

the A. L. C. (C) dated 1-10-2001. 

Ext4 Copy of the reply of CIFA Management to the 

A. L. C. (C) Bhubaneswar No. 728 dated 
22 - 10 - 2001 . 

Ext-5 Copy of the F. O. C. report of the A. L. C. (C) 

Bhubaneswar No. 8(26)/2004-BBSR/13 dated 
30/31-12-2004. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 
1 st PARTY-MANAGEMENT 

Ext-A Copy of the letter No. 2-42012/77/2002-IR 
(CM-II) dated 4-6-2004 of Desk Officer, MCL, 
Government of India, New Delhi. 

21 *£ 2007 

■35T.31T. 1752,—3iWiRi=r> (qqi<; 1947 (1947 

^14)^**roi7%3T3TO3, Pqgllc-N 

fr f^K ft' sr ■anriim, ipt % vmz 

^ ^ -q R. 295/1998 ) ^ ^ f, ^ *{<*>){ 

21 -5-07 ^ 3TRr fan ! 

[7T. T^cT-42012/35/97-3R (^t \ ) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1752,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award of the Labour 
Court, Pune (Ref. IDA No. 295/1998) as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Kendriya Vidyalaya and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2 1-05-2007. 

[No. L42012/35/97-IR(DU) j 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXUKE 

BEFORE SHRI G. S. WANKHEDE, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, THIRD, LABOUR COURT AT JUNE 

Reference (IDA) No. 295/1998 

Government of India, i ; 

Bharat Sarkar, 

Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantrayala, 

New Delhi ...IstParty 

AND 

ShriL. N.Mhaske, 

Boys Sports Hostel, 

Kendriya Vidyalaya, 

BEG,Pune ... ItadParty 

APPEARANCES: 

For the 1st Party : Smt. Londhe, Ady. 

For the IfadParty : ShriGopaSe, Adv. 

AWARD 
(Dated: 7-7-2006) 

1. This reference is made by Government of India/ 
Bharat Sarkar, Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantra! aya, New 
Delhi, u/s 10(1) and 12(5) read with Sec. 2-Aof the Industrial 
Disputes Act for adjudication of the dispute betweep the 
above referred parties over the following demands: 

“That the Ilnd party be reinstated with continuity of 
service and full back wages for the intervening idle 
period.” 

2. The Ilnd party is absent. His advocate filed 
Application Exh. 39, which is rejected. Record indicates 
that Ilnd party deposed on oath on 17-6-05 since then till 
today he is remain <tbsent and avoid the cross-examination. 
However his 4 adjournment-application were granted by 
the Court and last application Exh. 38 was finally granted. 
Even then the Ilnd party did not turn up which indicates 
that he is not interested to proceed with the reference in 
view of avoiding cross-examination since last one year. 
His examination i n chief could not be considered and 
accordingly discarded. In this way there is no evidence 
from the ilnd party and therefore. Reference stands 
answered in negative for default and for want of 
prosecution. No costs. 

Place: Pune 

Dated: 7-7-2006 G. S. WANKHEDE, Presiding Officer 
M toft, 21 2007 

msir. 1753 .—sfratto 1947 (1947 

14 ) 17 % ftf, ton 


sre *T.-1, 117/2002) 

2V05-2007^tW?T 

13TT«ni 

(tf. tJ^-40012/6/2002-®^ SIR (tf. \ ) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1753.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 

117/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

{No.L-40012/6/2002-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI RAJESH KUMAR, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. LD. 117/2002 

Stai Tarsem Singh, S/o Sh. Mai Ditta, V P. O. Nada, 
TehsilKharar, Rnpar ...Applicant 

Versus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Sector-18, 
Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.) ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : ShriG. C.Babbar. 

AWARD 

PalSfed On 24th April, 2007 

Central Government vide notification No. L-40012/6/ 
2002-IR (DU) dated 3-6-2002 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services of Shri Tarsem Singh, I/R w.e.f. 28-2-99 is 
just and legal ? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. None has put up 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the workman submitted that workman 
petitioner is not appearing in this case since 21-9-06 till 
today on 6th dates. Court notices were issued and despite 
notices workman did not appear. His authorized 
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representative Shri O. P. Singh has already expired in 2005. 
It appearsjthat workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
aad not interested to pursue this reference. 

3. iji view of the above, since the workman is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping th is case pending. Therefore, the present reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigaijh 

24-4-2007 | RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

I ^ fWt 2r*Tt 2007 

1754 ,—1947 (1947 
14) ■Sfftwnr 17 % f^FT 

% *h4*bi<f fritter, 

ri *FJr P1 cto fcrqiq r)' WMK, aflfhPw a?fea|vW 

*** i.-i, 9 / 2002 )^ 

3<=r-iRrw %, # W4>k 21-05-2007 ^ UR? 

I^TstTi ! 

i [^. 3^-40012/267/2001-3^ m ("St ^ ) ] 

j ■&R>3rfa^rft 

| New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O.j 1754.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial {Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 9/2002) 
of the Cental Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. i, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Department of Telecom and their workmen, 
which wa^ received by the Central Government on 
21-05-2007.; 

[No. L-40012/267/200l-IR(DtJ)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORfe SHRI RAJESH KUMAR, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAI 
TRBBUNAI rCUM-LABOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. i B. 9/2002 

Shri l(4oor Mohammad, S/o Sh. Nabi Bux Ansari, 

H Nc. 212 , Street No. 9, Shantinagar, Manimajra, 

U T. Chandigarh-160001 ... Applicant 

Versus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Telephone 
Deptt.f Sector-18, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.) 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For ttfe Workman : Nofte 

For th£ Management : ShriG. C. Babber. 


AWARD 

Passed on 24th April, 2007 

Central Government vide notification No. L-40012/ 
267/2001-IR (DU) dated 31-12-2001 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services of Shri Noor Mohammad, S/o Sh. Nabi 
Bux Ansari, Asstt. Line©Uanw.e.f. 27-2-99 is just 
and legal ? If so, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. Case repeatedly called, None has put up 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the workman submitted that workman 
petitioner is not appearing in this case since 18-4-06 till 
today on 8th date. Court notices were issued and despite 
notices workman did not appear. His authorized 
representative Shri O. P, Singh has already expired in 2005. 
It appears that workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
and not interested to pursue this reference. 

3. In view of the above, since the workman is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping this case pending. Therefore, the present reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh 

24-4-2007 RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

^ 21 rif, 2007 

■^JT.Srr. 1755.— -sflrilRlah atftJTWT, 1947 (1947 

^14) 

3^? "3^% %'sfN, 

325/2000) 

it 21-05-2007 seItim 

f3?TriTI 

[R. 3^T-40012/289/2000-3?!^ 3TR (^1. ^.) J 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1755. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
325/2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

[No. L-40012/289/2000-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI RAJESH KUMAR.PRE SIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVHOiMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUW-LABOtlR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

CaseNo.LD.325/20Q0 

Shri Rajinder Singh C/o R. X. Sharma, 

H. No. 372, Sector-20-A, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.). 

... Applicant 

Versus 

I. The Chief General Manager, Telecom, Punjab 
Circle, Sector-34, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.). 

2. The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Sector- 
18, Cliandigaih-160001 (U.T). ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES i 

For the Workman : None 

For die Management : ShriG. C Batfeur. 

AWARD 

Passed cm 24fii April, 2007 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
289/2000-IR (DU) dated 24-S-2000 has refer red the Mowing 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

‘ Whether the action of the Chief General Manage*, 
Telecom, Punjab Circle, Chandigsah and the Principal 
General Manager, Telecom, Chandigarh Dim. in 
ordering disengagement/termination of services of 
Shri Rajinder Singh a workman engaged through 
contractor Sh. R. K. Mittal w.e.f. 27-2-99 i&just and 
legal ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from which date ?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. Nbfre has put lip- 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the management submitted fiat-workman 
petitioner is not, appearing in this ease since 20-9-06 tiH 
today on 6th date. Court notices were issued and despite 
notices workman did not appear. His authorized 
representative Shri O. P. Singh has already expired in 2005. 
It appears that workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
and not interested tq pursue this reference. 

3. In view of the above, since the workman is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping this casse pending. Therefore, the present reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh. 

24-4-2007 RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


21*4 2007 
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New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

8.O. 1756.—ha pursuance of Section 17 of file 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
131/2001) ofthe Central Government IndustrialTribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No 1, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dilute between the emptcyti* 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

(No. L-40012/559/2000-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

A&ffiXXJRK 

BEFORE SHRI RAJESH IOJMAR, WDKSlDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LADOUR COURT-1, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. L 4131/2101 

Shri Jagtar Singh, S/o Sh. Hardev Singh, V. P. 0. 
Sjaghol, Teh. Khamanoo, Fafehgarh Sahib (Punjab) 

. .. Applicant 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, Telecom, PunjabyCircle, 
Sector-34, ChantUgarh-160001 (0. T.). 

.. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

Forthe Workman : None 

For the Management : Shri G. C. Batter 

•• ~ award 

Passed on 30th April, 2607 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
559/2000/IR (DU) dated 13-3-2001 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services Of Shri Jagtar Singh, S/o Sh. Hardev Singh, 



w.e.f. 27-2-99 is just and legal ? If so, to what relief 
the workman is entitled and from which date ?* 


2. Casje repeatedly called. None has put up 
appearance ofi behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the management submitted that workman 
petitioner is iot appearing in this case despite notice as 
Shri Arun Batfra who was earlier representing the workman 
pleads no instructions and on his pleading no instructions 
court notice ^or today was issued to the workman. But 
despite noticej none appeared on his behalf and it appears 
that workmaij is gainfully employed somewhere and not 
interested to pursue this reference. 


3. In vi$ 
appearing de; 
keeping this 


:w of the above, since the workman is not 
>^pite notice, no purpose will be served in 
pending. Therefore, the present reference 


case 


is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government. ] <ile be consignedto record. 


Chandigarh. 

30-4-2007 


RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


21 2007 
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[j^* ^-40012/264/2001-3?^ 3?R (^. tj.) ] 

N^w Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 17S7.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government fjereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
11 /2002) of the (Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Ccjurt No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure in thd Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to thfe management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on \ 1 -05-2007. 

[No. L-40012/264/2001 -IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

I ANNEXURE 

BEFORE Sl}RI RAJESH KUMAR, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUljlAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-1, 

I CHANDIGARH 


Case No. L D. 11/2002 

ShriNirmal Singh, S/o Sh. Solan Singh, V P. O, Jainty 
Devi, Near Mullanpur, Ropar- 1 40901 

... Applicant 

Versus 

The Principal General Manager, Telecom, Telephone 
Deptt. Sector-18, Chandigarh-160001 (U. T.) 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : None 
For the Management : Shri G. C. Babbar 
AWARD 

Passed on 30th April, 2007 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/ 
264/2001/IR (DU) dated 31-12-2001 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom, Chandigarh in terminating 
of services of Shri Nirmal Singh, S/o Sh. Sohan Singh, 
Asstt. Lineman w.e.f. 27-2-99 is just and legal ? If so' 
to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. None has put up 
appearance on behalf of the workman. Shri G. C. Babbar 
advocate for the management submitted that workman 
petitioner is not appearing in this case despite notice. It 
appears that workman is gainfully employed somewhere 
and not interested to pursue this reference. 

3. In view of the above, since the work man is not 
appearing despite notice, no purpose will be served in 
keeping this case pending. Therefore, the present reference 
is returned for want of prosecution to the Central 
Government; File be consigned to record. 

Chandigarh. 

30-4-2007 RAJESH KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

M 21 T*i, 2007 

®FT.3?T. 1758.—-3ft-5J)RI-=h 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 


appeared to prove hi* affidavit and to stand to the cross¬ 


S.O. 175ft.^In pursuance of Section 17 erf the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
731/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court No. n, Chandigarh at; shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-05-2007. 

[No. L-40012AW2/99-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRmUNALrCUM-LABOUR COUKT-H, 
CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

, Case LD. No. 731/2005 

Registered on 1-9-2005 

Date of Decision 26-3-2007 

Apdesh Singh, S/o Shri Ram Nath, C/o Shri N. K. 
Jeet, President, Telecom Labour Union, Mohalla Hari 
Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

The General Manager, Telecom, Bhatinda (Punjab) 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : Shri N. K. jeet, AR 
For the Management : Shri G. C. Babbar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The workman continues to be absent. Management 
appears through Counsel. 

It is on record that the workman has newer appeared 
in this Tribunal in person. All along he had been appearing 
through his representatives, but neither on the last date 
nor today even his representatives has appeared. It has 
also been noticed that the workman was directed to produce 
his ev idence pn 16th May, 2006, but neither on the next 
date fixed for his evidence_on 9th August, 2006 nor thereafter 
he produced any evidence. He himself has also not 


examination of the Management. This shows that he has 
lost interest in his case. He has also failed to show that he 
was engaged as a workman by the Management; and that 
he had served in the office of S. D. O. P. Bhatinda from 1st 
April, 1994 till 1st March, 1999 and was getting wages at 
the rate of Rs. 213 8. The claim made by him has been denied 
by the Management claiming that the workman was never 
engaged by them nor he ever served them. According to 
them they had an agreements with the contractors to supply 
the workforce to the Management, from time to time; and 
that the claim made by the workman is not maintainable. 
The affidavit fUpd by the workman is rebutted by the 
affidavit of the witness of Management. They have also 
placed on record copies of the agreements. 

In view of the pleadings of the parties and want of 
evidence it cannot be said that the Management had 
engaged the workman Abdesh Singh; and that it was they 
who had terminated his services as is claimed. For this 
reasons the workman is not entitled to any relief. Therefore, 
the reference is answered against him holding that he is 
not entitled to any relief. Let the copy of this award ]be sent 
to the appropriate government for necessary action and 
file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 21 2007 

1759,—-4ly)Pl<!b 1947 (1947 
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[3*. R5T-40Q12/400/99-ai^ (•^tj) ] 

New Delhi, the 2tst May, 2007 

S.O. 1759.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No 736/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No, 0, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workmen, which, was received by the Central Government 
on21-5-2007. 

/ 

[No. L-40012/400/99-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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j ■ ANNEXURE 

centra! govt, industrial tribunal-cum* 
LABOUR COURTS CHANDIGARH 

$hri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 


! 


Case LD. No. 736/2005 
Registered on 2-9-2005 
Date of Decision 30-3-2007 


Jag$ii| Singh S/o Shri ShadiRam, 

C/o. S hri N.K. Jeet, 

Presit ent, Telecom, Labour Union, 

Moha la Hari Nagar, Lai Singh Basti Road, 

Bhati: ida (Punjab) ... Petitioner 

Versus 


Oe 


The 
Telecd 


neral Manager, 
im 


... Respondent 

APPEARANCE: 

For thje Workman : Shri N.K. Jeet, AR 
For thje Management : Mr. G.C. Babbar, Advocate 
AWARD 


The parties are not present. The workman continues 
to be absent!since 11th Dec., 2006. The record of the file 
shows that ^hat to talk of his earlier conduct, as per the 
interim orders he did not attend the proceedings after the 
case was transferred to this Tribunal. Ultimately a notice, 
under R/C wps issued to him on 16th May, 2006, in response 
to which hejappeared but again absented from 11th Dec., 
2006. It is also worth note that the signatures made by the 
workman oil the affidavit, attested on 23rd August, 2006, 
and the one made on the authority letter on 1st August, 
2000 do not peemto be Of the same person. There seems to 
be some maitoulationsomewhere. The representative, who 
had been appearing for him, has also not appeared. On 
record, I finjd only the statement of claim, the reply of the 
Management, the rejoinder which is signed by the 
representative of the workman and the affidavit which does 
not seem to be signed by the workman. Despite directions, 
the workman has not appeared nor has produced any 
evidence in support of his claim. 


The Government of India vide their order No. 
L-40012/40j)/99/IR(DU) dated 17thFeb., 2000 desired of 
this Tribunal to state whether the action of the Management 
of General Manager, Telecom, Bhatinda in terminating the 
service of Sljri Jagsir Singh S/o Shadi Ram was legal and 
justified and jif not to what relief the workman is entitled to. 
The workman by his statement of claim stated that he was 
engaged as Workman in Telephone Exchange, Raman on 
1st August, 1998, on a salary of Rs. 2138 and his services 
were terminated on 1st March, 1999, without notice, charge 
sheet, inquiijy or compensation. The Management denied 
the allegation. According to them the workman was neither 


engaged by them nor his services were terminated by the 
management. They had engaged Messrs. Deepak Kumar 
and others, as the contractors to provide labour to them 
and, therefore, the question of the engagement of the 
workman did not arise. They also took the plea that the 
department of Telecom was not an Industry, so not 
governed by the Industrial Dispute Act; and that the 
petition is not maintainable. 

As stated earlier the workman has not produced any 
evidence in support of his claim. I have all my doubts that 
the affidavit tendered by him is that of the workman since 
the signatures made by him on the affidavit and on the 
authority letter, as mentioned above, are not same even to 
a naked eye. Even otherwise the affidavit has no value 
since the Management did not have the opportunity to 
cross-examine the workman about the facts claimed by him 
in his affidavit. Rather there is no evidence on record to 
show that the workman was engaged by the Management 
and it was they who had terminated his services w.e.f. 1st 
March, 1999. There is also no evidence to show that the 
workman had put in 240 days service for the Management 
during the period clainled by him. In the circumstances, it 
cannot be said that the workman was engaged by the 
Management and his services were terminated by them. 
The question of legality of any such order in the 
circumstances does not arise. Since the workman has utterly 
failed to make out his case, therefore, he is not entitled to 
any relief. The reference is answered against him holding 
that he is not entitled to any relief. Let a copy of this award 
be sent to the appropriate govt, for necessary action and 
the file be consigned to records after due completion. 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ 21 2007 

W.3OT. 1760.—1947 (1947 
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[ri. W-42012/207/90-3TT^3tTC (:^)] 

New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1760.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 853/ 
2005) of the Centra l Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Equine Breeding Stud and their 
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workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on21-5-2007. 

[No. L42012/207/90-IR<DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-IL CHANDIGARH 

Shri Kuldip Singh, Presiding Officer 

Case LD. No. 853/2005. 

Registered on 8-9-2005 
Date of Decision 29-3-2007 

Kalwant Singh S/o Shri Sohan Singh 

R/o Village Piran Wali, 

PONyoliKalan, 

District Hissar ... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Commandant, 

Equine Breeding Stud, 

Hissar .. Respondent 

APPEARANCE 

For the Workman : Shri Darshan Singh, AR 

For the Management : Ms. Deepali Puri, Advocate 
AWARD 

The workman is stated to be dead. So far none of his 
LRs has come forward to make a claim for substitution as 
wfhe LRs of the 4eo**sed Wkanwi. On the last date, 
Mr Raj KausMc AdVocaEte; #ito was representing the 
workman earlier stated that he has been authorized to appear 
for the LRs and sought time to bring them on record. He 
was allowed to do it, but today he stated that he has no 
instructions to appear. The Tribunal is not in possession 
of any evidence to show that the workman has left behind 
some LRs and ihey are entitled to be substituted. Therefore, 
the case is being disposed of in these circumstances. 

The Government of India vide their order No. 
L42012/207/90-IR(DU) dated 30th November, 1991, desired 
of this Tribunal to adjudicate upon whether the Equine 
Breeding Stud. Hissar is an Industry under the I.D. Act 
and if so whether the Management was just, fair and legal 
to terminate the services of Shri Kalwant Singh, a Daily, 
rated w orker. They have further desired to know whether 
the action of the Management to deny equal wages for 
equal work to the said workman was just and fair if not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled to ? 

On the r eceipt of the reference, notices were issued 
to the parties who filed their respective pleadings and 


supported the same with the affidavits of the workman and 
that of commandant of the Management Stud. Col. R.R. 
Yadav. The parties also placed on record photo copies of a 
number of documents. The case was in the process of 
taking the evidence of the workman when it was stated, on 
the last date, that the workman is dead. Till then the 
workman had not led any evidence. So much so he had not 
proved his own affidavit. The turn of the Management was 
to come next to prove their part of the case. Since the 
workman is dead and nobody has come forward to be 
substituted as his LRs, therefore, the Court is at loss to 
reply the reference, made by the Government of India 
effectively. As it stands.today, there is no clear evidence 
that the workman was engaged by the management; and 
that it was they who had terminated his services. There is 
also no evidence, for and against the proposition, that the 
Management is not an Industry. However, as the law stands 
today, in the face of the judgement, in the case of Bangalore 
Water Supply and Sewerage Board V/s A. Rajjappa reported 
as 1978 1LLJ 349, the Management cannot claim to be not 
an Industry. There is also no evidence, for and against, to 
show that the management had denied the workman equal 
wages for equal work. In the circumstances the workman is 
not entitled to any relief. The reference is answered against 
him holding that he is not entitled to any relief. The award 
is passed. Let a copy of this award be sent to the appropriate 
govt, for necessary action and the file be consigned to 
records after due completion. ■ 

KULDIP SINGH, Presiding Officer 
21 *Tt 2007 
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[B. P1JT-40012/188/96~3tn* ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1761.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes-Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. CGITA 
110/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Ahmedabad as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-5-2007. > „ ’ 

[No. L-40012/188/96-IR(bU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 


2646 Gl/07—14 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT AHMEDABAD 

PRESENT: 

A.4 Lad, Incharge/Presiding Officer, Mumbai 
Reference No. CGITA/110 of 2004 

j 

Employers in Relation to the Management of Telecom 
j Department, Mehsana 

1. The General Manager. 

Indian Post & Telegraph Deptt. 

Tadmavati Complex, 
l^Iehsana 

2. The General Manager, 

Telecom, 

$uper Market, 

Mehsana 

V/s. 

Their Workmen: 

$hri Mohmad Sarfuddin N. Ansari, 

C/o. Anwarhakk Ansari, 

Telephone Office, 

Vasai Dabhala, 

Tal. Vijapur, 

Ipistt. Mehsana 

APPEARANCE 

For the Employer : Mr. N.K. Trivedi, Advocate 

For the Wbrkrpan : Mr. Z.M. Kadri, Advocate 

! Mumbai, 'dated 18th April, 2007 
AWARD 

Thq Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its 
Order No. T-40012/188/96-IR(Dy) dated 15-9-1998 in exercise 
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
disputes ^ct, 1947 have referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication : 

‘Whether the action of the management of 
Department of Telecom in terminating the services 
of Sjh. M.N. Ansari, Muster Roll workman of Kalol 
Division is legal and justified ? If not, what relief the 
woijkman is entitled to ?” 

2 . T° support the subject matter in the reference. 
Second P^rty filed Claim Statement at Ex-4 stating that, he 
joined Fi^st party as a casual workman in 1995-96 and 
complete^ 289 days. Even he completed 287 days in 1986- 
87. and 8|-88. According to him he is eligible to be made 
permanent However First party has not considered it and 
without fallowing due process of law i.e. without giving 


notice, paying salary of one month in lieu of notice and 
offering other benefits terminated him. The termination dt. 
23-1-1995 on Second party is against provisions of 
Industrial Disputes Act which required to quash and set 
aside with direction to First Party to reinstate him and give 
benefits of back wages. 

3. This is disputed by the first party by filing reply 
at Ex-6 stating that, reference is not maintainable and 
deserves to be dismissed. It is also contended that, 
reference is bad in law and this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to entertain the grievance of the second party. It is also 
stated that, dispute is not coming within the subject matter 
of the Industrial Disputes Act and State Government is not 
appropriate Government but it is the Central Government. 

4. It is further stated that, said second party was 
appointed on daily wages and as such, he has no locus 
standi to claim permanency. It is also stated that. Claim 
statement filed by him is false one. Since Second party was 
working as casual labourer, he cannot claim permanency. 
Even he did not apply for permanency as well as prayed to 
confirm in the employment. It is stated that, this second 
party never turned up after November 1998 and has 
abandoned the job without any reason. So it is submitted 
that, reference sent of second party of removal from muster 
roll and for permanency has no meaning and deserves to 
be rejected. 

5. In view of above pleadings following issues arise 
for determination w hich are answered against it. 


When Second party has completed 
240 days in each calendar year of his 
employment period ? 

Yes 

Does he prove that, he was illegally 
prevented in reporting for duty which 
amounts to termination ? 

Yes 

Is he entitled for reinstatement ? 

Yes 

What order ? 

As per 

order 

below. 

REASONS 



Issue No. 1: 

6. As far as w orking of Second Party with First Pam 
in 85-86. 86-87. 87-88. and 88-89 is concerned is not 
disputed. The only stand taken by First party is that, he 
was taken on daily wages basis. However service rendered 
by him as per his case in above years reveals that, he 
served for more than 240 days for three consecutive years 
and to support that he deposed at E.\-9 and examined one 
witness at Ex-20 where both have stated that, second party 
worked for First party lor three consecutive years for more 
than 240 days and claim permanency. Even working of 
Second party with First party in those three years for more 
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than 240 days is not disputed as per first party's witness 
deposition Ex-25 where he admits the workin g of second 
party with first party. 

7. The defence taken by First party is that, he was a 
daily wager and cannot claim permanency. However 
working of second party with first party was not disputed. 
Wjjjfen that is the tact, I conclude that, second party qualify 
himself as a deemed permanent employee of the first party 
since he completed 240 days in 1985-86,86-87,87-88. So I 
answer this issue to that effect. 

Issue Nos. 2 & 3 : 

8 . It is further case of second party that, without 
giving notice, offering retrenchment compensation and 
following seniority rules which are applicable to employees 
like this and provisions of Section 25(F) of Industrial 
Disputes Act, first party cannot take such action abruptly. 
Even it is not case of first party that, they gave notice or 
offered salary of one month in lieu of notice or offered 
retrenchment compensation as well as followed seniority 
rules while stopping second party. The stand taken by first 
party that, since he was taken on daily wages his dispute 
does not fall in Industrial Disputes Act. Industrial Disputes 
Act is not applicable to this dispute and second party 
cannot claim permanency. Besides, it was defence of first 
party that. State Government is not appropriate Government. 

9. As far as contention taken by first party of 
appropriate Government, in my considered view, when 
matter is referred by Central Government, Labour Ministry 
now that stand has; no meaning and does not require to be 
discussed and consider as well as decided separately. 

10. As far as stand taken of first party treating 
second party as a daily worker and provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act are not applicable is concerned, the evidence 
led by first party does not disclose as to why said cannot 
be made applicable to the second party and why second 
party' should be treated and taken on daily wage s ? In the 
absence of it, one has to conclude that, though second 
party' was appointed on daily wages, even he completed 
240 days in three calendar years consecutively, I am of the 
opinion that, he is entitled for protection under Industrial 
Disputes Act and Industrial Disputes Act is applicable to 
the employees like: this type. As stated above no notice 
was given by first party nor retrenchment comjwnsation 
offered, in this scenario, decision taken by first party in 
stopping second party requires to be considered illegal. 
Accordingly, I declare that, decision of the first party in 
stopping second p:nty from 1995 is nothing but illegal 
termination. 

11 . The Written Arguments were submitted by 
second party's advocate at Ex-25 with list of citations. (1) 
Citation published in 2007 (112) FLRpage 579 of Jliaikhand 
High Court, (2) Citation published in 2007 (112) FLRpage 
605 of Bombay Hig;h Court which reveals that, workman 


work for more than 240 days can claim permanency which 
supports the case of second party and (3) Citaton published 
in 1987 AIR (2342) reveals that, if retrenchment 
compensation is not paid, such termination is not legal. 
Even that view is supported by decision published in 2007 
(112) FLRpage 518. 

12. The termination dated 23-1-1995 challenged in 
reference is ripe for decision in 2007 for number of reasons. 
Initially it was with Gujarat State. Then it was referred to 
Central Government. Besides it was initially with State 
Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad and then transferred to 
CGIT, Ahmedabad and like that matter traveled for which 
delay is there. Besides, it is to be noted that, second party 
is not working with first party' from January 1995. First 
party is a public body. When second party did not work 
with first party from 1995 and when it is a public body, I do 
not find it just and proper to award entire back wages, 
though I conclude that, stopping of second party from 
Januaiy 1995 is illegal. Moreover no evidence is led by 
second party about his financial crisis as a result of 
termination w.e.f. Januaiy 1995. In this scenario, I feel 
awarding lump-sum compensation for Rs. 25,000 will meet 
ends of justice as Second party is fightin g for his grievances 
from 1995. 

13. In view of discussions made above, I conclude 
that, reference should be allowed partly. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

(1) Alleged termination of January 1995 is set aside 
with direction to First party to reinstate Second 
party Shri Mohd. Sarfuddin Ansari on his post. 

(2) First party to pay lump sum compensation 
Rs. 25,000 to Second party Mohd. Sarfuddin 
Ansari in lieu of entire back wages. 

(3) No costs. 

Date: 18-4-2007 

A. A. LAD, Incharge/Prcsiding Officer 

4f 

21 F& 2007 
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[7T. ^-42012/166/2002-311$ 3TK (#-11)] 
' 3 T 5 FT giHK 7 ffe, SlfWowO 
New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1762. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Complaint No. 

C GIT-2/4 of2006) of the Central Government Industrial 
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Tribunal-ci'm-Labour Court No. 2, Mumbai as shown in 
the Anneiture in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Nuclear Power 
Corporation of India and their workmen, which was received 
'o\ ; he Centjrai Government on 21-5-2007. 

[No. L4201 21 166/2(K)2 -IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

i ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
j TRIBUNALNO. 2, MUMBAI * 

PRESENT: 

A. A. Lad, Presiding Officer 
I Complaint No. CGIT 2/4 of 2006 
in 

. Reference No. CGIT-2/80 of 2002 
PARTIES: 

Tarapur Atomic Power Station Employees 
Association (T APSE A), 

PO. TAPP, Tal. Palghar, 

ijhslt. Thane 401 504 ... Complainant 

V/s. 

t The Director (HR), 

Nuclear Power Corporation of India Ltd.. 

12th Floor, North Wing, 

Vikram Sarabhai Bhavan, 

Anushakti Nagar, 

Mumbai 400 094 

2. Site Director, 

Tarapur Maharashtra Site. 

Tarapur, P.O. TAPP, Tal. Palghar, 
jDistt. Thane 401 504. 

3. Station Director, 

Tarapur Atomic Power Station 1 & 2, 
p.O. TAPP. Tal. Palghar, 

blstt Thane 401 504 . Opponents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Complainant : Mr. M.C.N. Reddy Representative 
For the Opponents : H.K. Bhalerao, Advocate. 

Mumbai, Dated the 13 th April. 2007. 
AWARD 

1 Complainanl has filed tliis complaint under Section 
33*A of ilndustnal Disputes Act stating that reference is 
pcndingjfor adjudication. Meanwhile Corporate Office of 
the Opponent by order dt. 3-10-2006 has directed Site 
Director! Tarapur to grant site location allowance w.e.f. 


1-10-2006 and deduct the cash of the concessions such as 
free electricity units beyond 30 to 75 units, subsidy beyond 
the free electricity bills, concession in licence fee, 
compensatory allowance and tribal area allowance. Subject 
matter of said deduction is covered in the dispute raised 
by the Complainant. Besides said decision was objected 
by complainant by letter dt. 6-10-2006. When reference 
was pending the above referred decision of deduction was 
taken without permission of the Court. So it is prayed that 
Opponent be directed not to withdraw the concession given 
since 1969 and ordered to extend it as it was. 

2. When complaint was posted for filing reply both 
parties pursued to take complaint before Lok Adalat and 
by Ex-8 and 9 they settled the subject matter out of Court in 
the Lok Adalat dt. 13-4-2007. Hence the order: 

ORDER 

Vide Exh-8 and 9 Complaint is disposed of in Lok 

Adalat. 

Date: 13-4-2007 

A. A. fAD, Presiding Officer 
Complaint No. CGIT 2/4 of 2006 
in 

[Reference No. CGIT-2/80 of 200 

Ex-8 

ShriH.K. Bhalerao. Advocate with 

Shri Utpal Kumar Present for Management 

Shri MCN Reddy Present for Association. 

The Association withdraws the complaint by its 
application dated 15-2-2007. The application is taken on 
the record. 

Submitted to the Honble Tribunal. 

Sd/- Sd/- S 61- 

(H.K. Bhalarao) (Utpal Kumar) (M.C.N. Reddy) 
1344)7 134-07 

Sd/- Sd/- 

(Jaiprakash Sawant) (L.K Pande) 

Advocate on Pane! Representative 

Sd/- 

(S.N. Mishra) 

Seen 

Sd/- 

Presiding Officer 
134-07 
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Exh.4 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 
Complaint No. CGIT 2/4 of2006 

Tarapur Atomic Power Station 
Employees Association (Thpsea), 

Tarapur .., Complainant(s) 

1. Director (HR), NPCIL, Mumbai 

2. Site Director, TM Site, Tarapur 

3 Station Director, TAPS 1 & 2, Tarapur 

... Opponent(s) 

APPLICATION OF THE COMPLAINANT (S) UNION 
ABOVE REFERRED 

Seen 

Sd/- 

Presiding Officer: 

May it Please Your Honour: 

1. In the above matter, the Opponents have agreed 
to pay Site Location Allowance, which was not 
bei ng paid earlier by the Opponents, by wrongly 
linking to the issues being adjudicated upon by 
the Hon'ble Tribunal under reference CGIT 
No. 2/80 of2002. 

2 The Opponents have even paid arrears and 
maintained the status quo with regards to the 
agreement dated 17-8-2000 with a view to 
mmntain industrial harmony in an establishment 
like Tarapur Atomic Power Station, the 
Complainant Union agree to witlidrawthe above 
complaint. 

Orders may, therefore be passed accordingly and 
the above complaint be disposed of. 

At Mumbai, 

Dated 15th day of Feb. 2007. 

Sd/- Sd/- 

(V. Narayanan) (M.C.N. Reddy) 

Authorised Representative General Secretary 

VERIFICATION 

I, M.C.N. Reddy, General Secretary of the Tarapur 
Atomic Power Station Employees Association do state on 
solemn affirmation that whatever stated above is true to 
my knowledge and belief and that I have not suppressed 
any material information from this Hon'ble Tribunal. 

AtMumbai, 

Dated 15th clay of Feb. 2007 

Sd/- 

(M.C.N. Reddy) 
Creneral Secretary 

Identified by me: 

Sd/- 

(V. Narayanan) 

Authorised Representative 


M ftwfr, 21 2007 

cFT.3ff. 1763. —1947 (1947 
^iT 14) ^ 17 % tTO i.'&.Tg T. % 

fiffog sfoftftrcr fforc 3 ttpetc, sfoftfire 

z wit 67 / 1995 ) v&tim t, 
iff 21 -5-2007 WQ «1T I 

["ri. TJ^T-22012/103/1995-ap^ ("rit-II) ] 

3T3R opTR 7 ffe, atfwff 
New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

SO. 1763.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 67/1995) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as showrrin the Anriexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofECL and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 21-5-2007. 

[No. L-22012/103/1995-IR(C-II)1 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

Present: 

Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Qfeficer 

Reference No. 67 of 1995 

PARTIES: 

The Agent, 

Kumardihi ‘A’ Colliery ofE.C.L., 

Ukhra, Burdwan 

Vs. 

The Joint General Secretary, 

.Colliery Mazdoor Union, 

Ukhra, Burdwan 

REPRESENTIAIWES: 

For the Management : Sri P.K. Das, Advocate. 

For the Union (Workman): SriM. Mukheqee, Advocate 
Industry: Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated the 4-4-2007 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferredby clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
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through the Ministry of Labour vide its Letter No. L-22012/ 
103/95-ER(C-^I) dated 21-11-1995 has been pleased to refer 
the following [dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 


The union has sought relief for setting aside the order of 
dismissal and to direct the management to reinstate the 
workman concerned with foil back wages along with other 
consequential benefit. 


"Whether the action of the management of Kumardihi 

(A) Colliery under Bankola Area of M/s. E.C.Ltd, 

PO : Ukfira, Distt.: Burdwan (W.B.) in dismissing 

Shn Bancha Ram Nayak, Ex. U.G. Loader w.c.f. 

20-3-9 lj is justified or nof If not, what relief the 

workmafi concerned is entitled to V 

2. On hiving received the Order No. L-22012/103/ 
95-IR(C-II) dat ed 21-11-95 from the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a 
reference case No. 67 of 1995 was registered on 5-12-95 
and according y an order to that effect was passed to issue 
notices to the respective parties through the registered 
post directing i hem to appear in the court on the date fixed 
and to file theii written statements along with the relevant 
documents and a list of witnesses in support of their claims. 
In pursuance (f the said order notices by the registered 
post were issued to the respective parties. Sri Manoj 
Mukherjee, Advocate and Sri PK. Das, Advocate appeared 
in the court to represent the union and the management 
respectively a|id they filed their written statement in 
support of theif case. 

3. In brief compass the case of the union as set forth 
in its written stt tement is that Sh. Bancha Ram Nayak was 
a permanent employee as U.G. Loader of Kumardihi 'A' 
Colliery' of M/s.jE.C.Ltd. 

1 

4. The Main case of the union is that Sh. Bancha 
Ram Nayak waj compelled to remain absent from his duty 
w.e. f. 30-4-90 dn account of his mental disbalance and he 
was undergoing medical treatment at Ranchi Mansik 
Arogvoshala, l^anke and due to such absenteeism the 
management h^s dismissed the delinquent employee from 
service on 20-3 -91. 

5. The further case of the union is that no enquiry 
was held before dismissing the said workman or if held, the 
workman was nbt given any opportunity to defend himself 
before the enquiry officer nor he was intimated that enquiry 
was going to be [held against him. 

6. It is aHo the case of the union that before issuing 
dismissal order jthe management did not supply the copy 
of the enquiry' jproceeding, its findings and proposed 
punishment to tfe workman and as such the said order of 
dismissal is voitj, illegal, ab initio and the same is fit to be 
set aside on tha^ score alone. 

7. It is fijrther claimed that by awarding capital 
punishment the Management has snatched away bread of 
workman in this |day of acute unemployment. The quantum 
of punishmenjt is claimed to be too harsh and 
disproportionat^ to the nature of the alleged misconduct . 


8. On the other hand the defence case of the 
management as per its written statement in short is that the 
instant dispute as raised by the union is entirely- 
misconceived and the reference as referred by the 
appropriate govt, for adjudication before the Tribunal is 
without any bonafide ground or reasons and there exists 
no Industrial Dispute in the matter of dismissal of the 
workman concerned w.e.f. 20-3-91. 

9. It is further defence case of the management that 
the workman concerned remained absent from duty w.e.f. 
30-4-90 without any prior permission and without 
satisfactory cause resulting in issuance of chargesheet 
dated 9-5-90 under the provisions of Model standing Order 
applicable to the establishment vide clause 17(l)(d) and 
17(l)(n). The workman concerned is said to have failed to 
submit any explanation to the said chargesheet issued to 
him by the management. Consequently an independent 
enquiry officer was appointed by the management who 
having conducted and completed the enquiry proceeding 
submitted its report to the competent authority. The 
workman concerned in spite of all reasonable opportunity' 
failed to appear before the enquiry officer and due to his 
non-appearance the ex-parte enquiry proceeding was held. 
The enquiry officer after concluding the enquiry 
proceeding submitted its report to the competent authority 
who having considered the enquiry proceeding together 
with its report, chargesheet and other connected papers 
dismiss the delinquent workman. 

10 The management has denied the averment made 
in para 3 of the written statement of the union and has 
stated that concerned w orkman never suffered on account 
of his mental disbalance and had ever underbone medical 
treatment at Ranchi Mansik Arogyashala, Kanke. The 
workman had never reported before the colliery management 
during the entire period ot absence nor sent any written 
information stating the reason of his absence as such the 
action of the management is claimed to totally justified and 
the punishment is neither shocking or disproportionate in 
any r manner. So the union is not entitled to seek any relief 
as claimed for. 

11. F rom perusal of the order sheets of the record it 
transpires that on 28-1 -98 a hearing was made on preliminary' 
point and the validity and fairness of enquiry proceeding 
was held to be valid. The learned lawyer of the union had 
categorically admitted that there is no invalidity in the 
enquiry proceeding. Thereafter the record was fixed for 
final hearing on merit which was finally heard on 
27-4-05 and the aw-ard w as kept reserved for order. 

12. In view of the pleadings of both the parties and 
the materials available on the record I find certain facts 
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which are admitted one. So before entering into the 
discussion of the merit of the case I like to mention those 
facts which are admitted by the parties. 

13. It is admitted fact that the delinquent employee 
Sri Bancha FLam Nayak, U.G. Loader was a permanent 
employee of Kumardihi ‘A’ Colliery of the M/s ECL. 

It is the next admitted fact that the workman 
concerned was absent from his duty with effect from 
30-4-90 without any leave or prior permission and 
information of the management and acco rdingly he was 
charge sheeted for his unauthorized absence from duty 
w.e.f. 304-90 and for habitual absenteeism as well. 

14. It i s the admitted case of the parties that due to 
non appearance of the workman concerned an ex parte 
domestic enquiry was conducted by the management in 
which the enquiry officer had held him guilty for committing 
the misconduct of unauthorized absence for the said 
relevant period in question together with the misconduct 
of habitual absenteeism for which the workman concerned 
was dismissed by the competent authority from his service 
on 20-3-91. 

15. It is also directly or indirectly admitted case of 
the parties that the workman concerned never reported 
before the colliery management during the entire period of 
absence nor any written intimation stating the reason Of 
his absence was submitted by the workman concerned to 
the management. 

16. It is the settle principle of law that the facts 
admitted need not be proved. Since all the aforesaid facts 
are admitted one So I do not think proper to discuss the 
same in detail. 

17. The management in para 1 and 2 of its written 
statement has taken the plea that the instant reference is 
bad in the eye of law as the same is not legally maintainable. 
It is also pleaded that in the prevailing facts and 
circumstances of the case the dispute is misconceived one. 
But the aforesaid issue was neither raised nor pressed by 
the management during the course of the hearing of the 
said reference. The management has neither examined any 
oral witness nor tendered even a chit of paper in support of 
its plea. As such I do not find aiiy defect in the 
maintainability of the said reference and the facts of the 
case very well come under the purview of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. The Govt, of India through the Ministry 
of Labour has rightly referred the dispute to this Tribunal 
for its adjudication and as such this issue is decided in 
favour of the union and against the management. 

18. On perusal of the record it transpires that none 
of the parties has examined any oral witness in support of 
their case. The record further goes to show that the 
management has produced some Xerox copies of certain 
documents. The Xerox copies of the charge sheet, enquiry 
proceeding along with its findings, order of dismissal, 
extract of attendance sheet, postal receipts notice of enquiry 


and paper cuttings of the publication of the notice have 
been filed on behalf of the management. Likewise the union 
had filed the medical certificate of fitness dated 21-11-92 
granted by a doctor along with the prescriptions for the 
treatment dated 14-7-90, 18-2-91 and 22-2-92. These 
documents were filed on the last day of argument of the 
case i.e, on 274-05. The documents filed by the side of the 
management are official letters which are admitted one as 
the contents and genuineness of the same have, hot been 
challenged by the side of the union where as the 
management has denied in para 11 of its written statement 
that the workman concerned had ever suffered on account 
of his mental disbalance and he never undergone medical 
treatment at Ranchi Mansik Arogyashala, Kanke. 

19. From perusal of the record it transpires that the 
enquiry officer had sent the notice of enquiry to the 
workman concerned at his home address by registered post 
as per ‘B’ form on 27-7-90,3-10-90,5-11-90 and 29-12-90 
giving details of place of enquiry, time and date of enquiry 
to be held in respect of the charge leveled against him. 
Three postal receipts notices of enquiry of different date 
and the cuttings of the paper publication in respect of the 
last date and of enquiry fixed. Those all documents go to 
show that due and proper information about the scheduled 
date of enquiry was sent to the workman concerned which 
were returned undelivered. The service of notice will be 
deemed to be just, proper and legal in me eye of law, when 
a communication is sent on proper address it is presumed 
that it was received in due course of time. Through the 
notices date, time and place of enquiry was duly intimated 
to the workman concerned. So the plea of the workman 
that no opportunity of hearing was given to him does not 
appear to be cogent and convincing. Besides this during 
the time of hearing on the preliminary point the learned 
lawyer for the union admitted That there was no invalidity 
in the enquiry proceeding and as such the enquiry was 
held to be just, fair and proper. It is further clear from enquiry 
proceeding and the findings of the enquiry officer that one 
Manik Chand Gorai, Time keeper and Sri S.K. Ganguly, 
another staff of the management were examined and they 
had given their statement before the enquiry officer. Both 
the witnesses have categorically stated that the delinquent 
employee was unauthorizedly absent from his duty w.e.f. 
304-90 to up to date without any prior permission or 
information and without any satisfactory cause. They have 
further stated that the workman concerned is a habitual 
absentee. The G & C forms were also submitted in support 
of their contention which indicates that the workman 
concerned had only 77 attendance up to 294i90. The 
workman is said to be still absent from his duty. Leave 
record was also produced before the enquiry officer in 
order to show that the delinquent employee had not applied 
for any leave. Apart from this the service record was also 
produced which go to show the past blemish record of the 
workman concerned. 
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20. Having gone through the entire facts 
circumstanlce, enquiry proceedings along with its report I 
find that the workman concerned was admittedly absent 
from his duly w.e.f. 8-7-96 to 19-11-96 i.e. about four months 
continuously without any prior permission and information 
to the management. The enquiry officer has rightly held 
him guilty (for habitual absenteeism and an unauthorized 
absence fro^n duty during the said relevant period for which 
the workman concerned definitely deserves some suitable 
punishment for the alleged misconduct as per the provision 
prescribed an the Model Standing Order applicable to the 
establishment. 

i 

21. Now the only main point for consideration before 
the court isito see as to how far the punishment of dismissal 
awarded tojthe delinquent employee by the management is 
just, propei and proportionate to the alleged proven nature 
of misconduct 

22. leard the learned counsel of both the parties in 
detail on tl e aforesaid point in question. It was submitted 
by the side of the union that it is a simple case of 
unauthoriz ;d absence and the absence from the duty, during 
the relevant period is duly explained and the reasons of 
absence su pported with the prescription and the medical 
certificate have been found to be sufficient and relevant 
one. It is ft rther submitted that the medical certificate and 
the preset iptio|( granted by the Doctor Tushar Kanti 
Ganguli. C onsulting Neuro Phychiatrist, Ranchi Mansik 
Arogya SI ala, Kanke, Ranchi, Bihar to show that the 
workman concerned was suffering from Dyothymic 
Disorder (] dental illness) and was under his treatment for 
the said disease w.e.f. 10-3-90 to 21-12-92. It was also 
submitted that the charges levelled against the workman 
concerned can't be said to be a gross misconduct and in 
that conte: f the attention of the court was drawn towards 
the provision of the Model Standing Order where the 
extreme punishment prescribed is dismissal as per the 
gravity of the misconduct and it was claimed that the 
extreme p< :nalty can not be imposed upon the delinquent 
workman i n such a minor case of alleged misconduct. 

23. On the other hand the learned lawyer for the 
management submitted that it is not a simple case of 
unauthorised absence for a short period rather the workman 
was absent] from his duty w.e.f. 30-4-90 to 21-11-92 without 
any sanctioned leave, without prior permission and 
mformatidn to the management. Besides this he was also 
charge shpeted and held guilty for the misconduct of 
habitual absenteeism. The workman concerned has got 
chequered! conduct. So far the unauthorized absence in 
concerned, several times he was suspended for his 
misconduct but he did not rectify himself and went or 
repeating the same misconduct. So in view of the aforesaid 
facts and circumstances of the case the punishment is just 
and proper and the same can't be said to be 
disproportionate. 


24. From the perusal of the record it transpires that 
the workman concerned has been charge sheeted for 
unauthorized absence w.e.f. 304-90 continuously without 
permission and without satisfactory cause for more that 10 
days under clause 17(l)n and few habitual without leave 
and without sufficient cause under Section 17(l)d of the 
Model Standing Order applicable to the establishment. The 
union has taken the plea in para 3 of its written statement 
that Bancha Ram Nayak was compelled to remain absent 
from his duty w.e.f. 30-4-90 on account of his mental 
disbalance and he was undergoing mental treatment at 
Ranchi Mansik Arogya Shala, Kanke and in support of the 
said contention a medical fitness certificate granted by 
one Dr. Tushar Kanti Ganguly of Ranchi-Mansik Arogya 
Shala has been filed. It is mentioned therein that the 
workman concerned was under his treatment for mental 
illness w.e.f. 10-3-90 to 21-11 -92. Three prescriptions starting 
from 14-7-90,18-2-91 and 27-2-92 has also been filed There 
is no prescription to show' that the workman concerned 
was examined or treated w.e.f. 10-3-90 by the said doctor. 
None of the prescription covers the period of 30-4-90 to 
9-5-90 or up to 13-7-90 for which the workman has been 
charge sheeted for an unauthorized absence without any 
leave, prior permission or information to the management, 
There is no explanation to justify the absence from duty 
for the said relevant period in question. There is vital 
contradiction between the period of treatment by the doctor 
and the treatment prescription. As such the medical fitness 
and the prescription of treatment starting w.e.f. 14-7-90 
beyond the period of absence is not at all helpful to the 
delinquent employee. This medical fitness certificate 
together with the treatment prescriptions were produced 
in the Court at the very fag end of the argument of this 
case. This aspect of the fact itself creates doi&t on the 
existence of these certificates. I failed to understand as to 
why these documents if available, were not filed or 
produced in the court earlier. The management could not 
get the opportunity to rebut the same. The so called medical 
certificate relied upon and produced are all certificates 
which are obtained to resume the job to show his fitness. 
There are no medical certificates which are produced during 
the course of the period when he was subsent from duty to 
show that he was in fact suffering during that period from 
any such disease or mental depression. The subsequent 
certificate produced almost after a long span of time by the 
workman to indicate his fitness can not be a ground or 
justification for remaining absent for 2 years and 8 months. 
In that view of the matter the so called justification relied 
upon his no basis whatsoever on the ground that he was 
mentally unfit. Accordingly the aforesaid contention of 
the learned counsel of the workman are fit to be rejected. 

25. The enquiry' officer and the witnesses of the 
management have clearly slated that two times he was 
suspended for his unauthorized absence. The fact is also 
admitted by the union during course of the argument. 
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Besides this the service record of this workman is also not 
good as his attendance during the year 1989 is only 77 
days and only 35 days in 1990. As per the findings of the 
enquiry officer the waricman wa&suspended lot of times 
for unauthorized absence but there is no improvement. In 
the present case the workman has already been warned in 
past even suspended several times. Inspite of the same he 
continues to be a habitual offender by continuously 
remaining absent. In the aforesaid light oif the fact the 
awarding of penalty of dismissal cannot be treated as 
disproportionate or shocking the conscience of the court. 

26. The scope of interference with punishment 
awarded by the disciplinary authority is very limited and 
unless the punishment is shockingly disprojrartionate the 
court can not interfere with the same and the employee 
having failed to show any mitigating circumstances in his 
favour the punishment awarded by the authorities can not 
be characterized as disproportionate or shocking. 

27. In view of the above facts, circumstance, 
evidence and the discussion made above 1 am satisfied to 
hold that the punishment of dismissal awarded to the 
delinquent employee is just, proper and proportionate to 
the alleged proven misconduct as such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

that let the “reference" be and the same is dismissed 
on contest. Send the copies of the award to the Ministry of 
Labour, Govt, of lndia. New Delhi for information and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ fWt 21 2007 

’SFT.arr. 1764 .—1947 (1947 

^T14 ) ^ qm .17 % 3T3*R0T ■$, iRWti Rtf. % 
aft? “3^% 

3 afrotfw ftanR 3 wm, jIWIPw 
atKHRltf kw (#5^ tftSU 4/2000) SRtft t, 

21 -05-2007 «IT I 

[U Rtf-22012/265/1999-®TO$ m (1&RR-II) ] 
3W 3»Hti 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1764.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 erf 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Awwd(Ref. No. 4/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Trifemifthomi-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexureio the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management ofECL and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 21 -05-2007. 

' [No. L-22012/265/1999-IR(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEHIRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIE TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: 

SriMd, Sarfaraz Khan, Preriding Officer 

1 ROTmNmNa4of2000 

PARTIES: 

The Agent, Kalahari (R) Colliery, ECL. 

Versus 

The Organising Secretary, Colliery MazdoorSabha, 
G. T. Road, Asansol, Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the Management : SriP. KGoswami, 
Advocate 

For the Union : Sri K. D. Prasad, 
(Wadanan) Advocate 

INDUSTRY: Coal STATE: West Bengal 

Dated the 21-2-2007 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Government of 
India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter 
No. L-22012/265/99-ER (C. M. Undated 6-1,2000 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this Tribunal. 

soraaRjLE 

“Whether the action of the management in not 
regulmizingSm Benode Pandey as Cap Lamp Fitter 
from Lamp Cleaning Mazdoor is justified ? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to get ?” 

After having roceived the Order No. L-22012/2655/99- 
IR (CM. II) dated 6-1-2000 of the aforesaid reference from 
the Govt, of India, Mimstry ^ of Labour, New Delhi, for 
adjudication of the dilute, a reference case No. 4 of2000 
was registered on 18-1-2000/10-10-2001 and accordingly 
an order to that effect was passed to issue notices to the 
respective parties through tire registered post directing 
them to appear in thecowt on die date fixed and file their 
written statements riongwith the relevant documents and 
a list of witnesses msupportbftheir case. In pursuance of 
the said order n ctf i oes werg issued to the partyvconcemed 
by the registeredpost. SriP. K.Goewairak Advocate and Sri 
K. D. Prasad, Advocate spewed in the Courtto present 
the Management and the Union respectively and the Union 
filed the written statement m support of itscase. 


264SGI/07—15 
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From the perusal of the record it transpires that the 
case was $xed for filing written statement on behalf of the 
Management, but the same could not be filed even after 
several adjournment. It is further clear from the record that 
the Uniofl left taking any step in its behalf w.e.f. 21-9-06. 
Again frejsh notice was issued to the union which was 
received bt the Union on 2-8.-06. But in spite of the personal 
service ofjthe notice nobody turned up to take any suitable 
step in th|s case. These all facts and circumstances go to 
indicate tjiat the union has lost its interest and does not 
want to pursue the record. In the prevailing facts and 
circumstances of the case it is not proper to keep the record 
pending afty more in anticipation of the appearance of the 
union to take suitable step on its behalf. As such it is 
hereby I 

ORDERED 


COMPLAINT NO. CGIT-1/3 OF 2004 
IN 

Reference No. CGIT-62 of 2003 

PARTIES: 

National Federation of Telecom Employees 
B. S. N. L. Union ... Complaintants 

Versus 

Telecom Factor)' ... Opposite Part)' 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management ; Mr. M. B. Anchan, Adv. 

For the Workman : Ms. Rajnana Todankar, 

Adv. 


that let a “jNo Dispute Awarded” be and the same is passed. 
Send the tjopies of the order to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labouij New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference jis accordingly disposed of. 

Md. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 


! 21^, 2007 

^T.^tT. 1765.—atfNftfmU fw? srfVfwt, 1947 
(1947 14) STTTT 17 % ft, ^ 7 ^ 

% ftfa, ajgftsr ft* fftfe ft 

ft. 1, (ft^ft 

WTT ft. ftt ftt- 1/3 3TFF 2004) ^ wfftrT 
t, fti 'r<<+k 21-05-2007 3ft «ni 

I 

[ft. b^T-40011/12/2002-31^ 3TR (ftt. ^ ) ] 
New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 


S.Oi 
Industrial 
Governmjs 
Complaintj 
Industrial! 
shown in 
the employ 
Factory a 
Central 


1765.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Disputes Act, 1947 (^4 of 1947), the Central 
nt hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
No. CGIT-1/3 of2004) of the Central Government 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Mumbai as 
|he Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
ers in relation to the management of Telecom 
their workman, which was received by the 
emment on 21-05-2007. 


Gdvi 


id 


! [No. L-4001 l/12/2002-ER(DU)] 

! SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

| ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CEMIUU, GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESEN^: 

Justjce GhanshyamDass, Presiding Officer 


Holding for Shri J. Sawant, 
Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated the 3rd day of May 2007 
AWARD 

1. This is a complaint under Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act) by the The National Federation of Telecom Employees 
B. S. N. L. Union, Circle Office, Telecom Factory Circle, 
Deonar against Telecom Factoiy BSNL Deonar, Mumbai. 

2. It is alleged that despite the pendency of the 
Reference CGIT-1/62 of 2003 the Management of 
B. S. N. L. has issued a notice dt. 23-3-2004 informing the 
workmen availing of subsidized departmental but transport 
facility at a increased rate w.e.f. 1 -4-2004, which means a 
change of service conditions. This action is totally illegal 
in view of the pendency 1 of the aforesaid reference in which 
the Tribunal has to consider the following terms of 
reference: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Telecom 
Factory, Deonar, Mumbai in discontinuing the 
Transport allowance w,e.f. 31-10-2001 to its 
employees without following any legal provisions is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the workmen 
concerned are entitled to ?” 

3. The matter is contested by Telecom Factory which 
has filed the written statement dt. 15-4-2004. It is alleged 
that the National Federation of Telecom Employees Union 
was not a party to the aforesaid reference and this Union 
has no locus standi to move the complaint. Further the 
increase in subsidized Bus Transport is not a change in 
service condition and hence, the complaint is not 
maintainable. Further, the terms of reference of CGIT 62 of 
2003 is different to the matter involved in the present 
complaint and for this reason also the complaint is not 
maintainable. 
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4. The following issues were framed: 

(1) Whether the Opponent Management has 
contravened the provisions of Section 33 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 by issuing the 
Notice dated 23-3-2004 for increase in bus fare 
during the pendency of adjudication proceeding 
in Reference No. CGIT-I/62 of2003 ? 

(2) What orders ? 

5. The Union filed the affidavit of Shri A. G. Kanible 
in lieu of his examination in chief in support of the complaint. 
He has been cross examined by the learned counsel for the 
Management 

6. The Management has filed the affidavit of 
Shri V. Narayanan, in lieu of his examination in chief. life 
has been cross examined by the learned counsel for the 
Union wherein he has admitted that he had deposed in 
evidence in CGIT-62 of2003 that at the instance ofNational 
Federation ofTelecom Employees BSNL Union, die Central* 
Government has referred this Industrial Dilute. 

7.1 have heard the learned counsel for die pasties 
and perused t^e written submissions made by the learned 
counsel for the management. 

8 FINDINGS: 

The main emphasis is being given by the learned 
counsel for the Management on the point that the Reference 
No. 62 of2003 lias already been decided by this Tribunal 
vide Judgement order dt. 21-11-2006 and hence:, the present 
complaint does not survive. 

9.1 have perused the judgement of the CGIT-62 of 
2003. It has bee n held therein that stoppage of Transport 
allowance has been rightly made after following due 
procedure and issuance of Notice under Section-9 of the 
Act. However, the Management has not been laeld entitled 
to recover the Transport allowance already paid to the 
workman since, the notice under Section 9-A of the Act 
could not be implemented with retrospective effect. 

10. In this view of the flatter, now the claim of 
subsidized.Transport allowance does not survive and that 
being so the management has a right to increase the 
Transport charges in accordance with law but it should 
not have been made by the Management during the 
pendency of the aforesaid reference. 

11. However, looking to the facts and circumstances 
of the instant matter, I conclude that the complaint needs 
no action at this juncture and the same is hereby dismissed. 

Justice GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

21 2007 

' 1766.— 3?IV)Pl4> 1947 (1947 

T^n4) 17 %cbkqftvH 


src (wf ■?r^r 7/2005) wrftm 

t, ^fr 17-05-2007 ^ wz i 

[R T^T-12012/190/2004(^t-II)] 

New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S.O. 1766. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 7/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Corporation 
Bank, and their workmen, which was receive&by tifie Central 
Government on 17-05-2007. 

^fe.4-12012^l90/2004-IR(B-II)] 
RAJIND^^^^ Desk Office 

AJ®®XIJRE 

BiaiORETHECENTRALGOV^^MENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL*OJM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

PRESENT: 

Shri A. R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C. R No. 7/2005 

IParty: 

ShriPariRichardD’Souza, 

S/o Douis Souza, ’ 


R/o Raghavendfa Colony 



Mangaladevi Temple Road, 


P. B. No. 88, Mangalore, 

Mangalore-575001 . 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government byexercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2Aofthe Section 10 
of the Industrial Disrates Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide Order No. L-12012/190/2004-IR (B-II) dated 
27th December 2(X)4 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Corporation Baric in dismissing Shri Paul Richard 
D ’ Souza from service vide order dated 20-7-2002 is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman entitled to T' 
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2. Thej first party workman while, challenging the 
dismissal order dated 20-7-2002 passed against him, as 
illegal and ^njust, challenging the enquiry findings as 
perverse an^i arbitrary, also, challenged the enquiry 
proceedings (conducted against him on both the charge- 
sheets separately, as opposed to the principles of natural' 
justice denying him reasonable opportunity to defend 
himself. j 


3. 

other hand 
of enquiry o 
the two ch 
principles of 
officers ren 
based upon 
that the 
very much 
gravity of thfe 


The management by its counter statement on the 
asserted and maintained that the proceedings 
(inducted against the first party separately on 
nrgesheets, were in accordance with the 
natural justice, the findings of the enquiry 
dered separately on the two chargesheets were 
sufficient and legal evidence, further contended 
issal order passed against the first party is 
|egal and justified and proportionate to the 
misconduct committed by him. 


dism 


4, Keeping in view the respective contentions of the 
parties with 
of the enquii 
following pril 


iry proceeding*, this tribunal framed the 
iminary issue: 


"Whetjher the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the fifst party by the second party is fair and 
propeij T 


5. Thej management, during the course of trial of the 
said issue, Examined the enquiry officer as MW1 who 
conducted the enquiry on chargesheet dated 1-6-2000 by 
filing his affidavit evidence and in his examination chief 
got markeq 20 documents at Ex. Ml to M20. The 
managemenji examined MW2, the enquiry officer who 
conducted (the enquiry into the chargesheet dated 
22-1-2001 aid in his further examination chief got marked 
19 documents at Ex. M21 to M39. The first party did not 
adduce any Evidence and after having heard the learned 
counsels forjthe respective parties, this tribunal by order 
dated 6-2-2007 recorded a finding to the effect that both 
enquiries conducted against the first party were fair and 
proper. Thereupon, the matter came to be posted for 
arguments tp be heard on merits. When the matter was 
taken up fcjr hearing on 29-3-2007, learned counsel 
representingjthe first party workman was not available and 
whereas, after hearing the learned counsel for the 
management the matter is posted this day for award. 


6. Lea ned counsel for the management argued that 
the findings of the enquiry officers separately rendered in 
holding the first party guilty of the charges leveled against 
him in two j separate chargesheets marked before this 
tribunal at Eps. Ml and M21 holding the first party guilty, 
have been Very much proved by sufficient and legal 
evidence and that the reasoning assigned by the enquiry 
officers in holding the workman guilty of the charges are 
well founded, supported by valid and cogent reasonings 
and thereforje. by no stretch of imagination it can be said 


that they suffered from any perversity. Learned counsel 
further submitted that there being no arguments advanced 
for the first party highlighting any factual or legal defects 
in the findings of the enquiry officers, the validity and 
legality or justification of the dismissal order passed against 
the first party remains unquestioned and unchallenged. 

7. I find substance in the arguments advanced for 
the management. Having regard to the fact that the DE 
enquiries held against the first party have been held to be 
fair and proper by the finding recorded by this tribunal, the 
only important rather the next question to be considered 
was “whether the findings of the enquiry officers suffered 
from any perversity or arbitrariness”. If the answer to the 
said question is to be recorded in the affirmative, then the 
next question to be considered would be “whether the 
punishment of dismissal passed against the first party was 
proportionate to the gravity of the misconduct committed 
by him”. Before going to advert upon the aforesaid two 
questions, it is worthwhile to bring on record the allegations 
of the charges made against the first party in the first 
chargesheet dated 1-6-2000 running as under:— 
Chargesheet 

“Youwere working as Clerk at Madabalu branch of 
the Bank between the period 1-4-1997 to 26-2-2000. It 
is reported against you as follows : 

That with mala fide intention, in collusion with 
Shri G. V. Prasanna Kumar, Clerk (now under 
suspension) then working at the branch, on 
10-5-1999 you fraudulently transferred the amount 
of subsidy aggregating Rs. 12,515, received by the 
branch under IRDP Scheme in respect of the 
beneficiaries detailed below, which were held under 
Sundry Liabilities. Subsidy Reserve Fund Accounts 
at the branch to an unrelated Sundry Deposit 
Account fraudulently opened by you in the name of 
“Prakash”. 


S. Name of the 
No. Beneficiary 

IRDP A/c 
No. and 
date of 
sanction 

Loan 

amount 

Rs. 

Amount 
of subsidy 
received 
by the 
branch 
Rs. 

1. Puttaraj 

6/99 

1-2-1999 

9,000 

1,500 

2. Rajamma 

7/99 

1-2-1999 

9,000 

2.250 

3. Appu Achari 

8/99 

1-2-1999 

lO.(XX) 

2,345 

4. Lokesh 

9/99 

1-2-1999 

15,(XX) 

2,670 

5. Parvatamma 

10/99 

27-2-1999 

15,000 

3,750 



Total 

12.515 






[ 'tt t t n—3(ii) ] 


W Wif WT* : ^ 16, 2007/^^ 26, 1929 


3873 


That relating to the aforesaid fraudulent transaction, 
you prepared the relative transfer debit and credit vouchers 
with misleading narrations. That while in the transfer debit 
voucher dated 10-5-1999, you mentioned that the amount 
debited is being transferred to IRDP account, on the other 
hand in the transfer credit voucher dated 10^:5-1999, you 
mentioned that amount being credited to Sundry Deposit 
Account of Shri Puttarsyu, was the proceeds of cheque 
sent to State Bank of Mysore, B angalose. That towardsthc 
aforesaid credit, you, initially recorded the entry in the 
name of ‘Maqjula’ in folio No. 40 of the Sundry Deposit 
Register, however thereafter by cancelling the said entry 
you again recorded the same in the name of Prakash in the 
folio No. 4 of Sundry deposit register with misleading 
narration “cheque on SBM, MNB”. 

That on 24-V1999 in collusion with Shri G. V Prasanua 
Kumar, you caused withdrawal of the aforesaid amount of 
Rs-12,515 in cash from Sundry Deposit Account held under 
the name of Prakash through a cash debit voucher dated 
24-5-1999 prepared by Shri Prasarma Kumar and thereby 
both of you misappropriated the same. 

That with a view to cancel die aforesai d acts from 
the knowledge of the Bank, you in collusion with 
Shri Prasanna Kumar caused.tampering/destruction pf the 
relative folios of the SundiytLiability Register bearing 
SI. Nos. 105 to 108 contamiagritetefev^^ 
pertaining to IRDP subsidy. 

That your aforesaid acts have caused financial loss 
to theBajdtto>Aeextent<rfB^: ■ 

8. Asp€ffthectaig$ti$gii^^ - 

in all four charges levelled against the first paijty. The first 
one reading to the effect that the first party fraudulently 
withdrew an amount of Rs. 7,000 by fictitiously crediting 
an amount ofRs. 7,385 to the account erf the branch namely, 
SB Account No. 695 of Shii Raje Gowda and made an attempt 
to conceal the above said fraudulent withdrawal made by 
him. Charge No. 2 against the first party was to the effect 
that he fraudulently withdrew a sum of Rs. 19,600 on 
22-4-1999 by fictitiously crediting an amount of 
Rs. 19,665.30 on 9-3-1999 in SB Account No. 695 of said 
Raje Gowda and concealed the above said fraudulent 
withdrawal; Charge No. 3 against him read to the effect that 
he entered & fictitious intry ii$the Ledger Folio of SB 
Account No: 1345 to onbShri B. S. Yuvaraj for Rs. 1,000 
purportedly being cash received for credit to the said 
account in Binder No. 2 and altered the amount originally 
written as Rs. 1400 to Rs. 2400 in the subsidiary sheet of 
the said Binder. The last charge against the fu st party was 
that he issuedfour cheques for Rs. 5,000 each in favour of 
Shri Raje Gowda without maintaining sufficient balance 
and retained with him the three withdrawal slips drawn on 
the account of Shri Gowda. 

9. From the reading of the findings of the enquiry 
officer coming to the first charge sheet, it can, be seen that 


Che management to establish the charges of misconduct 
leveled against him* referred to supra, examined the 


Exs,Ml to M34. The relevant observations and reasonings 
given by the enquiry officer in coming to the conclusion 


party run onpages lOfoMnauittler ; v , 

“The evid^iecs ^ qjivcir. 

documentary clearly establish that the amount of 
subsidy crfRs. 12,515 received by the branch in respect 


Mabifitiesaeco^ at the braneh had been fraudulently 
withdrawn after transferring the amount to an 
unrelated sundry deposit account fraudulently 
opened*in the name of Prakash and that‘certain 
insiders are involved in the said'fraudulent act. 


Having answered issue No. 1 above, in theaffirmative 
let me examine the other issues involved in the matter 
to arrive at a logical conclusion. 

•v. The evidence on record indicate that the debit and 
corresponding credit slip dated 10-5-1999 for 
Rs. 12,515 each prepared for fraudulently transfer of 
amount from Sundry Liability-Subsidy ReserveFund 
Account % to Sundry Deposit Account opened in the 
name of Prakash were & the handwriting oftheCSO. 
Further, the evidence on record also indicate the 
relative credit entry for Rs. 12,515 recorded in the 


has been examined as MW3 during the enquiry has 
identified the handwritings of CSO in the aforesaid 
records. As already discussed above, these 
vouchers and entry (feted 10-5-1999 recorded in the 
sundry,deposit segister were containing misleading 
narrafionsand names 



(DW1), in his deposition has however, stated that 
acting on the instruction of Shri Ashok Kumar, 
Branch Manager (MW3), he had prepared the 
aforesaid vouchers and mactedhe relative entry in 
the Sundry deposit register; further stated 

that the vouchers were prafMiurt%ii'the previous 
day itself and handed over has further 

stated that Shri Ashok Ku mttt i fhlWf g)’ had come to 
the branch <m 10-5-1999. ThdORafthis written brief 
as to this aspect has contended that the CSO had 
prepared the vouchors mechaniaally at the instance 
of MW3 and being a sub staff prartwte, he was having 
limited knowledge of transaefion. However, the 
circumstantial and other evidences on record indicate 
that these contentions are not based on any fact and 
instead it is only an afterthought on their part. 
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Shri K. Suresh Prabhu, MW4 who was holding charge 
of the Branch on 10-5-1999, in his cross examination 
has cj itegorically stated that Shri Ashok Kumar 
(MW I) had not attended the office on 
10-5-1999. The leave application submitted by MW3 
and al so letter dated 18-5-1999 of Regional Office, 
Hassa a regarding recredit of the unutilised portion 
of the leave (both marked as Ex. M23) prove that 
MW3 was on leave on 10-5-1999. 

Even i issuming but not admitting that the CSO had 
prepa ed the vouchers at the instance of MW3 and 
he is t< (tally innocent in the matter, the question arises 
why he should prepare the vouchers relating to the 
trans£ ction with misleading narrations and also 
showi tg the beneficiary names differently at different 
places. 

These misleaSirig narrafions, misleading nameslmd 
also rjcording the entry of the transaction in one 
folio in some name and thereafter re-recording the 
name in another folio of die register by cancelling 
the earlier entry together in different name clearly 
suggest that they were not made either out of 
ignorance or unknowingly instead they were 
delibe rate acts on the part of fraudster with mala fide 
intention to facilitate the fraudulent withdrawal of 
the an iount. 

As all eady discussed above, the aforesaid amount 
of Rs. 12,515 transferred to Sundry Deposit Account 
in the name of Prakash was subsequently withdrawn 
in cas i on 24-5-1999 from the said account through 
a with) Irawal slip prepared in th&name of Shri Prakash. 
The evidence in record discussed above establish 
that Prakash who had purported to have received 
the an iount of Rs. 12,515 is not the true beneficiary 
instead in all probability a fictitious person. Shri 
Nagraj, who has been examined as Management 
witnei rs MW2 in his deposition, while confirming 
that h t had authorized the aforesaid cash debit slip 
dated 24-5-1999 pertaining to the withdrawal of the 
amount has fiirther deposed that entry in question 
recorc ed in the sundry deposit register indicated that 
the amount held therein was the proceeds of the 
chequ e on MNG and that as such he made enquiries 
with t le CSO as to keeping the amount under Sundry 
Depo« it Account and that the CSO in turn stated 
that fa|e knew the beneficiary and since the party’s 
account could not be opened the same was kept in 
Sundr y Deposit Account. MW2 has fiirther deposed 
that hi i made such enquiries with other clerk who in 
turn a so confirmed the same. 

The o her circumstantial evidence throw more light 
on ths case. The fact of the case indicate that 
Shri Ashok Kumar (MW3) was not working at 
Mada ialu Branch when the amount in question was 


withdrawn and he was relieved from the branch on 
12-5-1999 i.e. much prior to withdrawal of the amount. 
The fact of the case also indicate that Shri K. Nagraj 
who had authorized the withdrawal of the amount on 
24-5-1999 was not at all working at the branch on 
10-5-1999 i.e. when the amount was fraudulently 
transferred from Sundry Liabilities account to Sundry 
Deposit account and he had come on deputation 
only thereafter and worked at the branch between 
the period 20-5-1999 and 26-5-1999. The management 
has marked the folio of the attendance register 
pertaining to the month of May 1999 [Ex. M6(e)] to 
prove the aforesaid aspect. 

The fact of the case also indicate that both at the 
time of transfer of the amount and its withdrawal, the 
regular branch Managers were on leave and the 
incidents had taken place when the officials deputed 
from other offices were in charge of the branch who 
were not either familiar with the accounts at the 
branch or the constituents which clearly indicate that 
the fraudulent act was a well designed one executed 
after a deep thinking and a proper planning. 

The evidence on record also indicate that certain 
folios of the Sundry 7 liability register containing the 
accounts of the Subsidiary reserve funds of IRDP 
(6/99 to 10/99) were missing in die ledger presumably 
tampered or destroyed by the fraudster and there is 
no eye witnesses for the same. However, the 
circumstantial prove the same could be/should be 
the acts of the persons who had committed the fraud 
who ultimately could derive benefit for destroying 
such records. 

Finally the DR has also contended that the fraud had 
occurred solely due to the negligence/lack of proper 
supervision on the part of supervisory staff and the 
said officials had failed to adhere to the norms and 
procedure of the bank. The evidence on record 
discussed above indicate that these supervisory 
officials have failed to adhere to the procedure and 
the said lapses on their part facilitated in the 
withdrawal of the amount. However, the said lapses 
on the part of other officials of the branch does not 
absolve the CSO from his act which was a deliberate 
act done with mala fide intention with a view to derive 
undue pecuniary 7 gain as established from the 
evidence on record. 

The acts and omissions on the part of the CSO as 
established in the enquiry tantamount to doing acts 
prejudicial to the interest of the bank, a gross 
misconduct under Clause 19.5(j) of the Bipartite 
Settlement applicable to his besides involving moral 
turpitude. 

10. From the reading of the aforesaid passage in the 
enquiry findings, it can be very 7 well seen that the enquiry 
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officer has discussed at length and considered the oral 
and documentary evidence brought on record in its proper 
perspective in coming to the conclusion tha t the aforesaid 
charge levelled against the first party has been established 
in the evidence produced by the management. Learned 
Enquiry Officer while giving his reasonings after making 
discussion on the oral and the documentary evidence 
produced by the management rightly came to the 
conclusion that the first party was guilty of the aforesaid 
charge. The enquiiy officer not only discussed the evidence 
produced by the management but also has taken into 
consideration the defence and the arguments advanced 
for the defence made available to him byway of written 
briefs. Therefore, charges leveled against the first party 
since have been proved by sufficient and legal evidence, it 
cannot be said that it was either the case of ‘no evidence’ 
or that the evidence on record was not considered and 
appreciated by the enquiry officer in its proper perspective. 
In the result, it cannot be said that findings of the enquiry 
officer suffered from perversity. 

11. Similarly, the findings of the enquiry officer 
rendered on the second charge sheet issued to the first 
party, if we look into closely, make it abundsintly clear that 
there was again voluminous documentary evidence marked 
at Ex. Ml to M54 and the oral evidence of six witnesses 
examined as MW1 to MW6 in order to substantiate the 
aforesaid four charges leveled against the first party. 
Learned enquiry officer as could be read from the findings 
brought out, the aforesaid oral and documentary evidence 
on record and discussed the relevant oral and documentary 
evidence produced by the management with reference to 
each and every charge. Therefore, as argued for the 
management charges leveled against the first party here 
again have been proved by sufficient and legal evidence. 
As noted above, learned counsel representing the first 
party was not available when the matter was taken up for 
arguments on sprits. Therefore, the various contentions 
raised by the fi rst party in his claim statement challenging 
the enquiry findings have remained unsubstantiated 
highlighting any factual or legal defect in the findings of 
the enquiry officer in coming to the concl usion that the 
first party was guilty of the charges leveled against him. 
The findings are very much supported by oral and 
documentary evidence in turn supported by valid and 
cogent reasonings. In the result, it must be held that charges 
of misconduct leveled against the first party in both the 
charge sheets have been very much proved and that 
findings of the enquiry officers on those chirges suffered 
from no perversity. 

12. Nov*', coming to'the question of quantum of 
punishment. As well argued for the management, the gravity 
of the misconduct committed by the first party did not 
deserve any olher punishment except the punishment of 
dismissal passed against the first party. However, taking 
into consideration the fact that the first party committed 


the misconduct in question while woridng as a Clerk/Cashier 
promoted from the post of Attender, it appears to me that 
ends of justice will be met if the punishment of dismissal is 
converted into the punishment of Compulsory Retirement 
enabling him to get the terminal benefits. Hence the 
following award: 

AWARD 

The dismissal order passed against the first party is 
hereby modified and replaced by the order j>f Compulsory 
Retirement from services. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA, transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 11th May, 2007). 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 

^ 21 2007 
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[ft. 12012/293/98-3^ 3?R (ftt-ll) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1767.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 64/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Vijaya 
Bank, and their workmen which was received by the Central 
Ckivemmenton 1741)5-2007. 

[No. L-12012/293/98-IR(B-II)] 
RAJB4DER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

APfcffiXUBE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TSUBUNAL-CUM-LABOtfR COURT 

PRESENT: 

Shri A R. Sukhqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 64/1999 

I PARTY: 

Shri S. Ranganathan, 

■ 17, Costion Block, 

Champion Reefs, 

Kolar Gold Fields, , 

Karnataka-563117 
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II PARTY: 

TheDy. General Manager, 

Vija^aBank, 

123, Marshalls Road, 

Egniore, 

Chennai-600008 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-se«tion 2 A of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide order No. L-12012/293/98/IR(B-II) dated 
26th Aprfl, 1999 for adjudication on the following 
schedule :! 


SCHEDULE 

“ W1 tether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Ban c, Chennai in terminating Shri S. Ranganathan, 
Cleik from service vide order dated 29-1-1997 is 
justi lied ? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 


2. The first party workman represented by the union, 
in his Claim Statement, while challenging the enquiry 
proceedirgs (pleadings with regard to the enquiry 
proceedirgs omitted as the issue has already been 
answered) also challenged the enquiry findings holding 
him guilty of the charges and the impugned punishment 
order term inating him from services as illegal and unjust, 
His main < ontention in the claim statement is that he has 
been acqi itted/exonerated by the competent Judicial 
Magistrate Court in CC No. 106/91 and therefore, the 
manageme nt without taking into consideration his acquittal 
in crimina l proceedings, should not have proceeded with 
the DE conducted against him. He contended that 
impugned punishment order passed against him was also 
bad in lav r as before he was proposed punishment and 
then punis iment was confirmed, he was not supplied with 
the copy o f the findings of the Enquiry Officer, that the 
Disciplinary. Authority did not apply its mind and 
considered his reply to the second show cause notice in 
the proper perspective while confirming the punishment 
order; that the Appellate Authority also failed to appreciate 
his case a id upheld the disciplinary authority order as 
expected. Then he raised the dispute before the ALC(C), 
Chennai which resulted into the present proceedings. He 
submitted i hat he is now aged about 50 years unable to get 
any employment and has got five children and therefore, 
the order terminating his services is to be set aside taking 
lenient vie[w against him particularly, in the light of the 
judgement pf criminal court acquitting him from the charges 
of misconduct leveled against him. 


3. The management by its Counter Statement asserted 
and maintained that DE conducted against the first party 
was in accordance with the principles of natural justice, 
findings of the enquiry officer wore well based on legal and 
sufficient evidence and that the order terminating the 
services of the first party was just and legal keeping in 
view the gravity of the misconduct committed by the first 
party. With regard to the contention of the first party about 
his acquittal by the criminal court, the management 
contended that in view of the criminal prosecution pending 
against the first party, enquiry proceedings were kept in 
abeyance as per the provisions of Bipartite Settlement and 
the suspension order dated 13-7-1989 which was passed 
against the first party was revoked vide order dated 
15-11-1990 without prejudice to the right of the management 
taking disciplinaiy action against the first party. Thereafter, 
he was posted to work in Erode branch. Subsequently, by 
judgment dated 14-5-1994 when he was acquitted by the 
criminal court on the ground that charges were not 
established against him beyond any doubt, the disciplinary 
proceedings were taken against the first party under clause 
19.3(c) of the Bipartite Settlement vide charge sheet dated 
13-2-1995, the first party submitted his explanation to the 
charge sheet not acceptable to the management and 
therefore, DE was conducted and on the basis of the enquiry 
findings holding the workman guilty of the charges, he 
was proposed punishment of termination from services 
and after considering his reply to the second show cause 
notice punishment was confirmed and his services were 
terminated. The management contended that the criminal 
court did not acquit the first party, honourably, but on the 
ground that the charges were not proved beyond any doubt 
and therefore, it was justified in taking disciplinary action 
against the first party as per the above said clause of the 
Bipartite Settlement. Therefore, the management requested 
this tribunal to reject the reference. 

4. Keeping in view the respective contentions of the 
parties, with regard to the validity and fairness or otherwise 
of the enquiry proceedings, this tribunal took up the above 
said question as Preliminary Issue. During the course of 
trial of the said issue, the management examined the enquiry 
officer as MW1 and got marked three documents at Ex. Ml 
to M3. The first party examined himself as WW1 and 
produced the judgement copy in the aforesaid criminal 
proceedings at Ex. W1. 

5. After hearing the learned counsels for the 
respective parties on the above said issue, this tribunal by 
order dated 16-8-2004 held that the Domestic Enquiry 
conducted against the First Party by the Second Party is 
fair and proper. Thereupon, the matter came to be posted 
to hear arguments on merits of the case. On 25-11-2004, the 
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translation copy of the aforesaid judgement at Ex. W1 in 
English was marked at Ex. WI(A). Thereupon, the 
application filed by the management to lead further evidence 
with regard to tire past service record of the first party was 
allowed and the four documents produced by the 
management were marked at Ex. M4 to M7 by consent. 
Once, again the first party filed his affidavit evidence on 
the point of gainful employment and then the matter has 
been heard on merits of the case and posted this day for 
award. 

6. Keeping in view the findings recorded by this 
tribunal to the effect that the DE held against the first party 
by the second party is flair and proper the next important 
questipn to be considered was whether the findings of the 
enquiry officer holding the first party guilty of the charges 
suffered from any perversity and if not, impugned 
punishment order terminating his services was 
disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct 
committed by him. 

7. The learned counsel for the first parly, Shri BDK 
while not challenging the enquiry findings with reference 
(o the evidence produced dining the course of enquiry 
and was taken into consideration by the enquiry officer 
holding the first party guilty of the charges however, 
vehemently contended that the first party has been 
acquitted by the competent criminal court with regard to 
the very charges of misconduct leveled against him based 
upon the very same set of facts and very same set of 
evidence and- that his acquittal by the court was a 
honourable acquittal not ghftng any benefit of doubt and 
therefore, the management was not competent and justified 
once again taking disciplinary action gainst the first party 
and then terminating his services on the basis of the 
enquiry findings holding him guilty of the charges. Ik 
contended that this action of the management runs counter 
to clause 505 of Shastry Award as well as clause 13.9 © of 
Bipartite Settlement. He argued that the punishment order 
passed against the first party is also liable to be set aside 
for the reason that the disciplinary authority pre-decided 
about the punishment before giving opportunity of hearing 
to the first party on the findings of the enqui ry officer as 
enquiry report was made available to the first party only 
along with the order of the disciplinary authority proposing 
the punishment. The learned counsel further submitted 
that as on this day the first party has got service of just six 
months and therefore, deserve lenient view at the hands of 
this tribunal. In support of his arguments that m the light 
of the hon’ble acquittal of the first party by the criminal 
court, findings of the enquiry officer as well as punishment 
order are liable to be set aside. Learned counsel relied upon 


foe decisions reported in 2006 AIR SOW 2709-G M Tank 
Vs. State of Gujarat and Anar, AIR 1999 SC 1416-MPaul 
Anthony Vs. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd. and Clause 505 of 
Shastry Award. Seeking lenientview from this tribunal he 
relied upon foe order patted in WP No. 17534/1999 (not 
reported). 

8. Whereas, learned counsel for the management Shri 

P ra s a d Shri BCF whir equal ve hemenc e argued 

that foe charges of misconduct since have been proved 
during foe course of enquiry and the findings of the enquiry 
officer are very much based upon sufficient and legal 
evidence, the management was justified in terminating the 
services of foe first party keeping inview foe gravity of the 
misconduct committed by hist. Learned counsel submitted 
that the criminal court judgment in favour of the first party 
is no bar in initiating disciplinary action against the first 
party as per clause 13.9 © of the Bipartite Settlement read 
with Section 505 of Shastry Award. He also contended that 
keeping in view the gravity of the misconduct and the past 
record of the first party wherettmter he was punished with 
“warning and censure” for committing misconduct of 
issuing cheques without sufficient balance in his account 
does not deserve Kim any lenient view from this tribunal. 
His next contention was that even if it is taken that fog 
charges of misconduct are not proved, tins tribunal under 
Section 11A of the ID Act while setting aside the dismissal 
order need not always give relief of reinstatement. He took 
support of a decision reported in 2002 LLR 1030 in this 
context. 

9. It is not disputed and cannot be disputed that the 
acquittal of the first party by the competent criminal court 
vide Ex W1 was based m identical and similar set of facts 
and evidence. From foe perusal of the findings of the 
enquiry officer and the aforesaid judgment it is found that 
charges of misconduct leveled against foe first party in foe 
chargesheet of the management as well as in the 
chargesheet filed by the police concerned, respectively, 
were one and foe same. During the course of enquiry the 
management examined four witnesses as MWl to MW4. 
MW1 is Mr. V. Shanmogasundram. MW2 is Shri R. Kumar, 
MW3 is Mr. K. Rajagopaf the then Chief Manager and 
MW4, Shri P. Median, the then Branch Manager and got 
marked about 73 documents at Ex. MEX-1 to 73. 

10. Whereas, during the course of trial before the 
criminal court, six witnesses were examined and about 25 
documents were marked. Tire first witness, PW1, one 
Shri Jaganathan was foe present Branch Manager of the 
bank, PW2, was said Mr, Shanmugasundram PW3 was 
Mr. Kumar. PW4 was Ganesan, PW5 was Meenakshi and 
PW6 was Thim Rajaraman, foe Investigation Officer. 


2646 GI/07—16 
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Therefore, it can be seen from the aforesaid records that 
during ^he course of enquiry the two relevant and 
competent witnesses namely, Shanmugasundaram and 
Kumar iji respect of whose amount, misappropriation is 
said to hak r e been committed by the first party were examined 
and the pther two witnesses namely, the Investigation 
Officer a[\d the then Branch Manager whose evidence was 
formal 4 nature. Whereas, during the course or trial the 
Prosecutjon in fact examined almost all the four alleged 
victims ajt the hands of the first party namely, the said two 
witnesses. Shanmugasundaram and Kumar and Mr. 
Ganesanjand Meenakshi. Therefore, the evidence which 
was adduced during the course of enquiry proceedings 
was much more relevant and competent than the evidence 
which whs led during the course of enquiry. From the 
perusal df the judgment it can be very well gathered that 
the learnjed Magistrate discussed the oral as well as the 
documentary evidence produced by the Prosecution and 
ultimately, came to the conclusion that the charges as 
leveled against the first party that he committed the breach 
of trust, f irgery and misappropriation of the cash were not 
proved ci early and therefore, he held that the prosecution 
has not p oved the charges against the accused (first party) 
beyond a nv reasonable doubt. Therefore, the contention 
taken by* the management that first party in the said 
prosecuti on has not been acquitted honourably or that he 
was acqu itted giving benefit of doubt cannot be sustained 
in the iig] it of the elaborate discussions made by the learned 
Magistrate in the aforesaid judgment discarding the 
evidence of prosecution and in coming to the conclusion 
thqt chaises have not been proved against the first party. 
The acqiittal as could be seen from the said judgment is 
on merits and is clean and not based upon benefit of doubt 
in technii ;al preposition. The very same evidence as noted 
above, t hat too in a lesser degree was led in the 
departme ntal enquiry. A reading of both the charges, one 
framed daring the course of enquiry and the charges on 
the basis :>f which criminal trial was taken up would show 
that both the charges are grounded upon the same set of 
facts and evidence. Now, therefore, it is in this view of the 
matter w<: had to appreciate the arguments advanced from 
the first phrty that disciplinary action should not have been 
taken aga inst him when he was acquitted by the competent 
criminal court on the very same set of charges, same set of 
facts and same set of evidence. Their Lordship of Supreme 
Court in«foresaid G. M. Tank case laid down the principle 
that if the acquittal of the delinquent by the competent 
criminal i :ourt is based on identical and similar set of facts 
and evide ace and the acquittal is hon’ble acquittal, findings 
to the contrary recorded in the departmental proceedings 
are unfai ' and oppressive and therefore, dismissal order 
based on those findings is liable to be set aside. Their 


Lordship of Supreme Court in the aforesaid decision relied 
upon their earlier decision in the aforesaid Mr. Paul 
Anthony’s case. Wherein, their Lordship at 
Para 34 and 36 of the decision laid down the principle as 
under:— 

“In the instant case the Superintendent of Police 
had raised the residential premises of the appellant 
and had recovered a mining sponge gold ball 
weighing 4.5 grams and 1276 grams of gold bearing 
sand. It was on this basis that criminal case was 
launched against him. On the same set facts, 
constituting the raid and recovery', departmental 
proceedings were initiated against the appellant as 
the “recovery” was treated to be misconduct. On the 
service of the chargesheet, the appellant raised an 
objection that the departmental proceedings may be 
stayed as the basis of these proceedings was the 
raid conducted at his residence on which basis 
criminal case had already been launched against him. 
The findings recorded by the enquiry officer indicate 
that the charges framed against the appellant were 
sought to be proved by Police Officers and Panch 
witnesses, who had raided the house of appellant 
and had effected recovery. They were the only 
witness examined by the enquiry officer and the 
enquiry officer relying upon their statements came 
to the conclusion that the charges were established 
against the appellant. The same witnesses were 
examined in the criminal case but the court, on a 
consideration of the entire evidence, came to the 
conclusion that no search was conducted nor was 
any recovery made from the residence of the 
appellant. The whole case of the prosecution was 
thrown out and the appellant was acquitted. In this 
situation, therefore, where the appellant is finding 
that the “raid and recovery” at the residence of the 
appellant were not proved, it would be unjust, unfair 
and rather oppressive to allow the findings recorded 
at the ex parte departmental proceedings, to stand”. 

11. Therefore, having regard to the principle laid 
down by their Lordship of Supreme Court in the aforesaid 
two decisions, this tribunal is left with no option but to 
hold that the management was not justified in resorting to 
disciplinary proceedings against the first party after he 
was already 7 acquitted, honorably, by the competent criminal 
court not giving him benefit of doubt but honourably, 
irrespective of the legal position that the management was 
competent to initiate parallel disciplinary proceedings 
against the delinquent, simultaneously, along with criminal 
prosecution pending against the delinquent. Therefore. 
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the action of the management initiating disciplinary 
proceedings against the first party and then terminating 
the services of the first party on the basis of enquiry 
findings cannot be sustained in the eye of lav/. There is 
again substance in the arguments advanced for the first 
party that the management has not complied with the 
requirements of Section/Clause 505 of Shastry Award which 
requires that the decisions of courts shall be given highest 
respect and the employees shall be reinstated in service 
when he is honourably acquitted. It is further made clear in 
the said clause that the management has still got powers to 
proceed with the departmental enquiry if there has been a 
gross violation of departmental rules so as to necessitate a 
further enquiry in the interest of the institution on matter 
other than those in respect of which he hasbeen already 
acquitted. In the instant case, it is not the case of the 
management that the first party was dealt with gross 
violation of the departmental rules other than the charges 
of misconduct levelled against him. Therefore, on this count 
also the impugned punishment order sufEgjs from illegality. 
The next contention raised ont£fca£f oiF the first party in 
his Claim Statement as well as in his affidavit evidence and 
not challenged and disputed by the management is the 
fact that after the enquiry findings were submitted with the 
Disciplinary Authority, there was no second show cause 
notice issued to him furnishing him the copy of ihe enquiry 
report seeking hi s comments/explanation therefor. The 
order dated 7-10-1996, marked before this tribunal at Ex. 
M8 lends support to the contention of the first party that 
before he was proposed punishment of terminating his 
services, he was not served with any enquiry report seeking 
his explanation, thereon. The enquiry report copy in fact 
as could be read from the aforesaid order was sent to the 
first party along with the order proposing the punishment 
and it is in this view of the matter one cannot brush aside 
lightly the arguments advanced for the first party that while 
issuing the aforesaid order itself, the disciplinary authority 
had decided to punish the first party holding him guilty of 
the charges. The order is reading to the effect that the 
Disciplinary Authority accepted the findings and then 
proposed the punishment. Therefore, this action of the 
management/disciplinary authority in proposing the 
punishment after accepting the findings of the enquiry 
officer without giving the first party opportunity of hearing 
on the very findings of the enquiry officer holding him 
guilty of the charges was against the well established 
procedure of law and principles of natural justice as well as 
the settled preposition of law. In the result, for the reasons 
assigned above, there is no hesitation in the mind of this 
tribunal in coming to the conclusion that the impugned 
punishment order terminating the services of the first party 


is illegal and void afo initio and accordingly is liable to be 
set aside. 

12. Now, coming to the reliefs to be granted to the 
first party. There is no point at this juncture to grant him 
relief of reinstatement. From the affidavit filed by the first 
party before this tribunal dated 13-6-2005, the age given by 
him is about 57 years now, therefore, as on today he has 
already crossed the age of superannuation of 58 years. 

13. Now, the next question to be considered would 
be whether he should be granted full back wages from the 
date of termination till the date of his attaining the age of 
superannuation. Although, the first party in his Claim 
Statement has come out with the case that he has not been 
gainfully employed during the period he was #way from 
the service of the management, very, interestingly in his 
affidavit before this tribunal did not whisper a single word 
to suggest that he hasbeen without any employment much 
less gainful employment after his services were terminated. 
The management on whose burden was cast to prove the 
gainful employment of the first party in order to deny him 
the back wages also has not chosen to produce any sort of 
evidence before this tribunal on the said point except 
making a suggestion to the first party in his‘cross 
examination that he has been gainfully employed after he 
was dismissed from service, which suggestion was denied 
by the first party. Therefore, having regard lo the. latches 
both on the part of the first party as well on the part of the 
management on the point of gainful employment or 
otherwise of the first party, taking into consideration a 
period of about more than 8 years elapsed from the date of 
impugned punishment order and not ignoring the fact that 
the charges of misconduct have remained to be 
substantiated by the management rather the findings of 
the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the chargescannot 
be sustained in the eye of law on account of his acquittal 
by the criminal court, it appears to me that ends of justice 
will be met if the first party is awarded back wages to the 
extent of 60% from the date of impugned punishment order 
till the date he attained the age of superannuation with all 
consequential benefits. Hence the following award: 

AWARD 

The management is directed to pay 60 per cent of the 
back wages to the first party from the date of impugned 
punishment till the date of his attaining 58 years of age of 
superannuation with continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her, corrected and 
signed by me on 3rd May 2007). 

A R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

1768.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
(isputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/2000) 
Government industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
New Delhi as shown in the Aimexure in the 
(ispute between the management of Bank of 
their workmen, received by the Central 
Ion 17-5-2007. 


BEPO 

OFFICER, 


[No. 1^12012/282/99-IR (B-D)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
AL NO-1, NEW DELHI 

LD. No. 35/2O0p 
In the matte| of dispute between: 

Shri Gopal Singli Bisht, 

R/oB-9/204, 

UdaiGirl 
NOIDA(U 




...Workman 


Versus 


The General Manager, 
Bank of Baroda, 
16-SansadMarg, 

New Delhi-1 0001 


.Management 


Appearaces £ None for the workman 

Shri T.C. Gupta Advocate for the 
management 

*.\VARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order! No. L-12012/282/99-IR(B-n) dated 23-2-2000 
has referred (he following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication:— 

“Whet tier the action of the General Manager, Bank 
of Barpda, New Delhi in dismissing the services of 


Shri Gopal Singh Bisht, Cash Clerk w.e.f. 31-7-88 is 
legal and just? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?”. 

2. In reponse to the notices to the parties for 
appearance on 16-5-2000 workman in person and 
Shri T. C. Gupta A/R for the management appeared. After 
filing Claim statement, written statement and rejoinder the 
case was fixed for filing documents by management on 

9- 8-02 A/R for the management pointed out the appellate 
order 10-11-98 stating that the reference is only in respect 
of the initial order of punishment. Hence no effective award 
can be given unless the reference is also in respect of the 
appellate order. A letter to the government to suitably 
amend the reference order incorporating the appellate order 
as well as in the reference was ordered to be written and 
case was adjourned to 26-10-02 which was declared holiday 
and case was taken on 28-10-02 and case was adjourned 
for further order on 15-1 -03,25-3-03,5.03,10-7-03,6-10-03, 
14-1-04,17-3-04,27-5-04,21-7-04,11-10-04,13-1-05 when 
Mr. T. C. Gupta A/R for the management has drawn my 
attention to the order dated 9-8-02 vide which it was 
directed to write a letter to the govemement to suitably 
amend the reference order incorporating the appellate order 
as well in the reference. It appears that there is some clerical 
mistake in the reference order which is required to be clarified 
and reference is required to be amended. Hence it would be 
appropriate for the petitioner workman to seek amendment 
of the reference order at the earliest and copy of this order 
was ordered to be given dasti to the workman. Case was 
then adjourned to 12-4-05 and on 12-4-05 case was 
adjourned to 7-7-05 for further order, then on 27-9-05, 
22-12-05,21-3-06,8-6-06,19-7-06, 9-8-06,1-11-06 on which 
date Mr. T. C. Gupta pressed for passing a no dispute 
award as the workman was not appearing for the last three 
dates. As there was Delhi Bandh so it was ordered that it 
would not be proper to pass an order in the absence of the 
workman. Hence case was adjourned to 7-11 -06 for further 
and appropriate order. On 7-11 -06 also none appeared and 
notice to workman was ordered to be issued for 15-1-07. 
On 15-1 -07 also none appeared for either side and case was 
adjourned to 29-3-07 for further orders. On 29-3-07 none 
for the parties appeared and case was adjourned to 

10- 5-07. Today also none is present on either side. It appears 
that the workman is not interested in prosecution of this 
case giving rise to the presumption that he does not dispute 
to action of the management. I accordingly pass a No 
Dispute Award in this case. File be consigned to record 
room. 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
21 -qt, 2007 
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New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1769. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 18/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal h :um-Labour 
Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Central Bitnk of India, 
and their workmen, received by die Centra Government 
on 18-05-2007. 

[No.L-12011/18/20Q2-IR(B-im 
RAJHNDERKUMAR,DeskQf^ 

ANNEXURE 

C35NTRAL GOVEStNME>rr PaX^STRIAL 
TRffiU>LUXX]M-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: SHRIKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

LD. No. 18/2002 

Ref. No. U1201 l/I8/2002-IR(B-IDDt 15-3-2002 

BETWEEN 

The Regional Secretary; 

Central Bank of India Employees 
Union, Agra, Regional Office, 

470 Bhud BazariaPattay 
Bareilly (UP.)-243001 

AND 

The Regional Manager, 

Central Bank of India, Reg , onal Office 
B-88, Civil Lines, 

Bareilly (UP.) 243001 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi refcrceti&e following dispute vide No. l> 12011/ 
18/2002-IR (B-II) Dt. 15-3-2002 for adjudication to the 
Presiding Office]', CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Lucknow: 

“Whether the claim of the Central Bank of India 
employees Union that the disputant Sri Narrotam 
Kumar has been engaged as temporary sub staff on 
daily wage basis since the year 1996 and that he was 
completed 240 days of contmuous service in any 
preceding 12 months period is correct ?Lf so, whether 
the disputant is entitled for regularization of his 
service as a sub staff ? If not, justified what relief is 
the disputant entitled to V 


Later on Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi issued the corrigendum vide no. L-12011/18/ 
20G2-IR (B-H) Dated Jan. 29,2003; 

1. Whether the dahn of the Central (Bank of India 
- Employees Union that the disputant Sri Narrotam 
Kumar has been engaged as a temporary sub-staff 
on daily wage basis since the year 1996 and he has 
completed 240 days of continuous service in any 
preceding 12 months period is correct ? 

F 1 * : 

2 Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India in terminating the services of 
Sri Narrotam Kumar on 19-7-2001 is legal and just ? 

3. Whether the disputant is entitled for absorption/ 
regularization of his service as a sub-staff ? If not - 
justified, what relief is the disputant entitled to ?’’ 

The trade union’s case is that Sri Nartotam.Kumar 
was appointed by the Manager, Central bank of India, 
Shyamganj Branch, Bareilly as temporary peon ip the branch 
on 1-1-96. However, the. worker was being paid |hroi^h 
vouchers made out for tea, coffee, cold drinks which the 
workman was required to sign ami receive die payments. It 
is further alleged that no payment were made for Sundays 
and holidays. It is also alleged that in beginning these 
vouchers were made out for Rs. 35 per day Rs. 40 per day 
Rs. 50 per day 60 per day and ultimately to.Rs. 100 per day./ 
The post of Sub-Staff was vacant thus the workman y/orked 
in clear vacancy. The workman Narrrotam Kumar requested 
several times to the manager of the branch to regularize the 
services but in vain. Under the circumstances, the workman 
raised the industrial dispute through die trade* union before 
Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C) Dehradun for 
regularisation of the services. No sooher thehank received 
notice frpm the Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C) Dishradun 
terminated the services of the workman at the dose of 
office on 19-07-01 without assigning any reason, without 
payment notice pay and retrenchment compensation. By 
doing so the bank committed breach ofSpction 25 F of the 
I.D. Act, 1947. It is also alleged that worker has worked for 
more than 240 day in each year as peon. It is sd^o,alleged 
that since the worker has worked in clear vacancy therefore 
he is entitled to absorption in the permanent service of the 
bank. It is also alleged that bank indulged in unfair labour 
practice and therefore he is entitled reinstatement and 
absorption in permanent service of the bank. 
It is also alleged thatthe worker is ehtitied td reinstatement 
with full back wages. Trade union has therefore prayed 
tribunal to hold that Sri Narrotam Kumar was engaged at 
temporary sub staff on daily wage basis since 1-1-96 and 
he has completed more than 240 days of continuous service 
of all 12 months and the action of bank in terminating the 
service of Narrotam Kumar w.e.f. 19^73)1 is illegal and 
unjustified . The Tribund has been requested to reinstate 
the worker with foil back wages and also his absorption in 
permanent service in the bank. 
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The Re >ional Manager of Bank has filed written 
statement dem ing the claim of the workman. It is submitted 
that Sri Narrofc im Kumar was never appointed by the Branch 
Manager of oj posite party’s Shyam Ganj Branch, Bareilly 
as temporary ] >eon or on any post. It is also submitted that 
Branch Mana ger has no power to appoint any body at any 
post. It is also submitted that some time Narrotam Kumar 
used to supply water, cold drinks and coffee to the 
customers for which he W3S paid the charges for the same. 
It is also allege 3 that Narrotam Kumar was never paid wages 
as he never wc rked in the bank. It is alleged that Narrotam 
Kumar was paid for the things and the vouchers were 
correctly mad i and were signed by Narrotam Kumar. It is 
alleged that story set upon by the trade union is fabricated 
one. It is also; is submitted that there is no question of any 
unfair labour j practice. It is also submitted that there is no 
question of reg ularization of Sri Narrotam Kumar as he was 
never the emp loyee of the bank. It is also denied that the 
management < f bank has committed any breach of section 
25F of the I. D. Act, 1947. It is also submitted that Sri 
Narrotam Kur lar was not in the employment of the bank 
and there is no question of terminating his services. 

The trac e union has filed rejoinder but not stated 
any new factsj 

i 

The workman has filed the photo copy of own work 
details which i ire paper Nos. A1 -17 to A1 -17/11 under his 
own signature, 


The workman 
Manager whe: 
collect incomd 
Nos. A1-25 to 
copy of some 


has also filed 3 letters of Branch 
ijein the bearer of the letter was authorised to 
tax return form Mid challan, these are paper 
A1-25/3. Besides the worker has filed photo 
vouchers paper Nos. 25/4 to 25/26. 

Worker has also‘filed photo copy of despatch 
book,register of cash payment, cheque receipts. The 
opposite party has filed the entire vouchers (C23/1 to C23/ 
213)alongwitI listC23/1 to23/10. 

The trace union has examined the worker and the 
opposite party has examined Sr. Manager of Shyam Ganj 
Branch, Bareil y & Aditya Kumar. 

:ard the representative of the parties but on 
11 -06 parties did not turn up for arguments 
there was no option then to proceed with 
case. 


Partly hi 
7-11-06 and 9 
and therefore, 
disposal of the 

Worker 1 1 
admitted the fc 1 


1. No a 
2 

enter 

3. The 
salarj) 

The wo 
that he was ap 


VUkJVt 

farrotam Kumar in his cross examinat 
Jlowing facts: 

ippointmem letter was supplied to hii 

He hds no document to corrborate the fact 
4d into service on 1-1-96. 

worker has no photo copy of pay it 

ti 


rk 


er has also stated in his cross examination 
pointed by the Branch Manager Mr. Johari. 


He has also admitted that he was not interviewed and has 
stated *]$ ^ Ttsf ton 1 

Worker has also stated in his examination in chief 
that “ ^ ^ ^ FfaT SJTI ^ 

<rk< toi vsiicii I” 

In cross examination worker has stated : 

^ tons 3 Rs. 40/- Rs. 60/- 

^TtflRs. 75 /-t^'^Rs. 100/-^T 
^ to ^TcTFT *TT, ^ 

^ ton SIT 1" 

He has further stated in his cross examination that; 

“to interview ^ tot 1?3TT Sfl 

^ ^ ^ TTI totT l” 

Worker was questioned as to from which source he 
foud photo copy of the vouchers then the worker stated 
that Sri R.K. Kapoor, Accountant made available the said 
photo copies which he has filed in the bank. He has stated 
that Sri R.K. Kapoor has retired. 

Sr. Manager Sri A. Kumar who has been cross 
examined by the management has stated that Peon in Central 
Bank are appointed by Regional Manager and the Branch 
Manager has no right to appoint anybody. He has further 
stated that the applications are called through Employment 
Exchange. He has further stated that the statement of 
Narrotam Kumar that the was appointed as temporary peon 
and than he has worked more than’ 240 days in a year is 
wrong. He has also stated Sri Nano tarn Kumar never worked 
as peon. Further he has stated that Sri Narrotam Kumar use 
to work as canteen boy and use to provide tea, coffee, cold 
drinks etc. to the staff and the customers and for that service 
he was paid and whenever the worker was engaged for any 
other work he was paid for that. 

Sri A. Kumar has also stated that he has inspected 
all the vouchers and has filed all the vouchers in the court 
and there are no other voucher available in the bank. Sr. 
Manager has also stated that Sri Narrottam Kumar stopped 
working in the canteen since 19th July, 2001. He has also 
stated that canteen is run by the employees of the bank. 
Witness has stated whoever demanded any eatable items 
from a Canteen, canteen boy use toi provide & for that he 
was paid. He has stated that bank used to provide subsidy 
at the rate of Rs. 50/- per employee. 

He has also stated that there is no fix salary for the 
canteen boy. 

Sr. Manager has stated in his statement that there is 
no regularization scheme in the bank. In a question to the 
court, as to who is running the canteen, the witness stated 
that presently canteen is run by Mr. Mukesh. He has also 
stated that canteen is not subsidised by the bank. 

From the above evidence it is clear that the Branch 
Manager is not appointing authority of any peon. The 
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opposite part}' has filed hundreds of vouchers which I 
have personally scrutinised and found that the worker 
Narottam Kumar has been paid at that timeRs. .3/-, 
Rs. 17/-, Rs. 34/-, Rs. 23/-, Rs. 6/- and Rs. 10/- and so on. He 
has never been paid as he tried to allege in th e statement of 
claim and in his own statement. 

It is mati n’ of fact that no person will work at meagre 
amount of Rs. 3/-, Rs. 17/- or Rs. 10/- per day. 

Worker has been paid Rs. 3/- per day on 11 -1-2000, 
18-1-2000,19-1-2000,25-1-2000,23-5-2000,13-7-2000, 
29-7-2000,25-8-2000,9-10-2000,21-10-2000. 

It s is also evident that the worker has been paid Rs. 
10/- per day on 17-1-2000, Rs. 15/- on 11-1-2001 , Rs. l7/- 
on 15-1-2001, Rs. 2/-on 17-2-2000, Rs. 17/-on 1-5-2000, Rs. 
4/- on 25-5-2000, Rs. 61- on 1-7-2000 and Rs. 23/- on 19-9- 
2000. 

It is needless to say that the statement of the worker 
is false and he cannot be i died upon. On the otter had the 
management witness has stated that the worker was 
available as he was canteen boy of the canteen and since 
the workman was available he was utilised sometimes for 
sending postal articles, depositing the bills etc. It is because 
he was a canteen boy he was able to take die bill from the 
bank and deposit the bill of telephone. From the voucher it 
is clear that several items he received the amount of 
telephone bill and deposited. Whatever misc. work he did 
while working in the canteen, he has been paid. Worker’s 
own list of work is not trustworthy as it is prepared by him 
under his own signature and since the workman own 
statement is not reliable the list prepared by him also can¬ 
not the be relied upon. 

The opfKisite party has filed the vouchers on its 
perusal I find that the worker done the misc. work as per 
details below: 

SI. No. Year Days of work 


1 . 

1997 

8 days 

2 

1998 

30 days 

3. 

1999 

60 days 

4. 

20D0 

115 days 

5. 

2001 

22 days 


I also find that certain photo copies of the documents 
which has been filed by the worker have not been filed by 
the opposite party reasons as given by the opposite party 
may be that the worker had access in the bank, therefore, 
he might have managed to take those documents out or it 
may be forged. Even if I take into consideration all the 
documents submitted by the worker then also it will reveal 
that worker has done 67 days petty job in 1 W and 33 days 
petty job in 1998. 

In die circumstances of the case the worker is not 
even a casual worker on die fixed terms as stated by him 


and there is no any relationship of employer and employee 
between the bank and Sri Narrottam Kumar. 

* / ' ^ i I ' ; . 

ft is also not proved that tfte worker entered into 
service as alleged by .him. This fact is false that he was 
engaged/appointed temporary sub staff on daily wage basis 
and he has completed 240 days continuous service in any 
preceding 12 months period. 

It is also not a case where the worker was engaged 
as casual labourer and, therefore, question of terminating 
die service does not arise and it is also noteworthy ho 
unfair labour practice against the management is established 
not there is any violation of LD. Act, 1^47. However,'Idle 
worker sole testimony that he was terminated on 19-10- 
2001 is false. He is not entitled to any relief as say of 
absorption or regularization. ' 

On the discussion above I come to the conclusion 
that issues referred are decided against the trade union 
and in favour of the management of the Central Bank. 
Workman is not entitled for any relief. Award passed 
'* accordingly. ’ 

SHRHCANTSHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

Place: Lucknow 
Dated: 11-5-2007 

fie#, 21 Ft 2007 

m, 3 ff. 1770 .-ateife fim* 1 947 (1947 

■aw 14) # 17 ir^rmm 

i fife ateftfire fim i wm aMPi* 
affirowsw 24/2001) 

# y+iftw i, # mm # 17-5-07 # w<i 
an 1 

i^T^-12012/183/209Q-^3^(^-II) ] 

New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S.O. 1770. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunalKHimrLabour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Syndicate 
Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 17-5-2007. 

[No.L-12012/183/2000-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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BE! 

INDUS 


j 

1EFORE 1 
JSTRIAL 


ANNEXURE 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
- TRJBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 


Present: 
Shri AvR. S 

IPARTY: 


1 

iddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 24/2001 


Smt. Sheelaj 

D/o Shivappa Devadiga, 


Behind SVVTemj 
Mangalore Taluk, 
Karnataka State 
DPARTY: 


Temple, Gurupur, 


The Deputy General Manager, 
Syndicate B ank, 

Zonal Offic s, Syndicate Towers, 
UDUPI, 

Karnataka 5 itate 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred b; / clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Indus rial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
vide Order bo.L-12012/183/200MR(B-II) dated 28th March, 
2001 for ad udication on the following schedule:— 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the action of the management of the 
Synd cate Bank in denying employment to Smt. 
Sheel i, who has claimed to have worked as Sweeper, 
Syndi cate Bank, Gurupur Branch from 1991 to April, 
2000 in different spells is justified? If not, to what 
relief Smt. Sheela is entitled to?”. 

2. Th e case of die first party workman, as made out, 
in the claim statement in brief, relevant for the purpose is 
that her mot tier Smt. Prabhavathi was working as Sweeper 
at Gurupur ] 1 ranch of die management bank and whenever 
she was goi ig on leave she (the first party) used to attend 
the work oi Sweeper at her place; that Smt. Ptabhavathi 
died on 30- 5-1999 and thereafter she was asked to attend 
the Sweeper work and accordingly she worked till 6-4-2000 
discharging her duties honestly and sincerely; that on 
6-4-2000 she was served with a notice relieving her from 
duties as pel the directions of the head office, which notice 
is illegal am l arbitrary; that she being one of the legal heirs 
of the decea >ed Smt. Prabhavathi who died while in service 
was appointed for the post of Sweeper by the Bank in 
place of her mother and therefore, the order terminating her 
from services w.e.f. 6-4-2000 is illegal, in as much as, she 
was not served with any notice or dealt with any enquiry 
for having c ommitted any misconduct; that her request to 
take .back in service in place of her mother has not been 
considered favourably by the management vide letter dated 


22-12-2000 on the ground that she is not eligible for 
appointment on compassionate ground in the light of the 
scheme of the bank; that she worked with the bank from 1 - 
6-1999 till 

6-4-2000 as a Sweeper after the death of her mother and 
therefore, the order of the management terminating her from 
services by notice dated 6-4-2000 is illegal and against the 
principles of natural justice and therefore, is liable to be set 
aside reinstating her in service along with all consequential 
benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement resisted 
the claim of the first party contending among other grounds 
that any appointment in the sub staff cadre as per the 
guidelines issued by the Government is to be made only 
from amongst the candidates sponsored by the Employment 
Exchange and out of the panel prepared by the bank for the 
candidates working as Badlies prior to 1 -1 -1989 at Gurupur 
Branch and therefore, fresh panel was prepared by 
approaching the Employment Exchange and the name of 
one Miss Baby sponsored by the Employment Exchange 
has been empanelled as Badli Part time Sweeper on 
26-11 -1991 at Gurpur Branch for appointment on temporary 
basis in the place of regular part time sweeper who proceeds 
on leave/absent; that the first party was not sponsored by 
the Employment Exchange and her name being 
recommended by her mother, Smt. Prabhavathi was taken 
as Badli Sweeper in between the year 1992 and 1997. She 
worked in between 6-3-1992 and 16-3-1992 for 13 days, 
worked in between 8-1-1996 to 3-2-1996 for 27 days, worked 
in between 20-7-1996 to 4-9-1996 for 47 days and between 
2-8-1997 to 14-8-1997 worked for 13 days; that Miss Baby 
was engaged from 8-1-1999 till 2-12-1999 in place of regular 
part time Sweeper Smt. Prabhavathi expired on 30-5-1999, 
just one month prior to her date of retirement and in her 
place said Miss Baby was working as Badli Sweeper. 
However, in the month of November/December 1999 as per 
the directions of management the first party was appointed 
as Badli Part time Sweeper in place of Miss Baby under the 
wrong impression that the first party was also empanelled 
Badli Sweeper and was senior to Miss Baby from 3-12-1999 
to 30-3-2000 for a period of 119 days and from 1 -4-2000 to 
6-4-2000 for a period of six days; that on noticing the mistake 
committed by the management the branch was advised in 
April 2000to engage Miss Baby as Badli Part time Sweeper 
whose name was sponsored through the Employment 
Exchange in place of the first party and accordingly the 
first party was issued with the relieving order dated 
6-4-2000. Therefore, the management contended that the 
first party has not worked in place of her mother on 
compassionate ground or for a period of 240 days and 
more continuously during the aforesaid period and 
therefore, the order passed by the management relieving 
her from services was quite legal and justified and the 
reference is liable to be rejected. 

4. During the course of trial the management 
examined MW 1 and got marked 9 documents at Ex. M1 to 
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M9. His examination chief for ready reference runs as 
under: 

“Since 1974,1 am working in Syndicate Bank. I 
know the first party. In addition to regular sub 
staff we were engaging part time sweeper 
whenever th^re were exigencies and regular part 
time s weeper goes on leave. The first party was 
appointed on stop gap basis during the absence 
of regular sweepers. Ex. Ml is the c ircular issued 
as guidelines for temporary part time sweeper. 
Regular appoints were made in accordance with 
circular. There are two panels for Badli part time 
sweepers are prepared. Those who have worked 
prior to 1-1-1989 as Badli Part time Sweeper and 
Second panel and candidates sponsored by die 
Employment Exchange. This is prepared in the 
zonal office and informed to all the concerned 
branches. We have a branch at Gurupur. There 
were no Badlis PTS prior to 1-1-1989. So fresh 
panel was prepared through employment 
exchange. First party was engaged as Badli PTS 
at Gurupur branch, purely on temporary basis. 
She has worked from 15-3-1992% 26-3-1992, 
8-1-1992 to 3-2-199i2,20-7-1996 to 4-9-1996 and 
2-8-1987 to 14-8-1987. In all she worked for 
119 days. Ex. M2,3 and M4 are the orders to work 
as Badli PTS issued by the Bank. Again she was 
engaged from 30-3-2000,1-4-2000to 6-4-2000she 
worked. Her name was not sponsored by the 
Employment Exchange. Her engagement was not 
according to the guidelines. By mistake in place 
of Miss Baby candidate sponsored by the 
Employment Exchange, 1st party was engaged 
and after tracing the same, she was relieved from 
6-4'2000. She never worked for more than 240 days 
at any time either in calendar year or total in service. 
She worked only for 225 days in all intermittently. 
It is not a case oi ‘retrenchment. For the period for 
which the first party worked was paid through by 
crediting wages in her SB account. Mother of first 
party Mrs. Prabhavathi was working as Regular 
PTS at Gurupur Branch. She had recommended 
the name of the first party. Ex. M:5 is the letter 
written by the Zonal office to Miss Baby. Ex. M6 
is the order issued to Baby. Ex. M7 is the relieving 
order. Ex.’M8 issued by Zonal office informing 
the name sponsored by the Employment 
Exchange. Ex. M9 is the relieving letter issued to 
the first party. ” 


affidavit evidence, the first party once again repeated the 
averments made by her in the claim statement Her statement 
in cross-examination is as under: 

“My mother who was working as Sweeper with 
the management had recommended my name to 
be appointed as temporary part time sweeper. It is 
true to say that I was appointed in that capacity 
for the first time in the year 1992. It was for the 
period of 13 days as per Ex. M2. It is true that 
thereafter I was engaged in the above capacity 
for a period of 27 days in the year 1996 as per 
Ex. M3.1 was again engaged for 47 days period in 
the year 1996 as per Ex. M4. Again for a period of 
13 days I was engaged from 20-8-1997 to 
14-8-1998. It is true to say that my services were 
being taken as a temporary part time sweeper 
during the period mentioned above as and when 
the permanent sweeper was away from duty. I 
know one Miss Baby. It is true that she has also 
working as a temporary part time sweeper at 
Gurpur branch like me. I do not know if her name 
was sponsored through employment exchange. I 
do not know if she was appointed as temporary 
part time sweeper in the*year 1999. It is true that 
my mother who expired on 30-5-1999 was hardly 
left with one months service at the time. It is not 
true to say that in place of my mother said Miss 
Baby was appointed as Part time Sweeper. It is 
true that my name has not been sponsored through 
' Employment exchange in toe branch. I was taken 
back to service on 2-12-1999 in place of said 
Baby. I continued to work till 6-4-2000.1 was 
refused work by way of termination order as per 
Ex. M9. My request to the management to 
continue in service in place of my mother on 
compassionate grounds was rejected by the 
management. My SB account is with Gurupur 
branch from 1992 onwards. The wages payable to 
me have been credited to my account. It is not 
true to say that I have not worked for 240 days 
continuously in any of calendar year or in 
whole of toe above said period. I am presently 
working as Beedt worker getting daily wages of 
Rs. 50.” 

6 . Thereupon, toe matter was taken up to hear toe 
learned counsels representing the parties on merits but 
there was no representation on behalf of the first party, she 
herself and her advocate being absent before the court. 
Ultimately, learned counsel for the management was heard 
and the case is posted this day for award. 


5. It is seen from the records that there was no cross 
examination to toe said witness on behalf of the first party 
and the matter was taken up for evidence of the first party. 
On 19-8-2004, the first party filed her affidavit evidence 
with three documents marked at Ex.Wl to W3. In her 


7. Learned counsel for the management, vehemently, 
argued that the fust party was working as a Part Time 
S weeper whenever her mother, Smt. Prabhavathi remained 
absent from duty and it is after the death of said S-rnt. 
Prabhavathi said Miss Baby was engaged as a part time 
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Sweeper and under the wrong impression that the First 
party’s name was sponsored through employment 
exchange she was once again engaged as part time sweeper 
between;30-3-2000 and 1-4-2000 and that after having 
realised the mistake i:e. infact Miss Baby was the candidate 
sponsored through Employment Exchange she was taken 
back in service and the first party was relieved from duties. 
Learned Counsel submitted that neither earlier to the death 
of Smt. Ifrabhavathi nor subsequent to her death, the first 
party worked continuously for a period of 240 days or 
more nor ishe was taken in service on compassionate ground 
in place qf her mother and therefore, her claim before this 
tribunal tjiat the order relieving her from duties is illegal is 
not tenabjle. • 


that after Smt. Prabhavathi expired on 30-5-1999 once again 
the first party was being engaged as a temporary part time 
sweeper w.e.f. 2-12-1999 and worked as such up till 
30-3-2000 for a period of 119 days. It can be further seen 
from the evidence brought on record the on record that the 
management then engaged the services of said Miss Baby 
whose name was sponsored through Employment Exchange 
and then once again the first party was engaged in service 
w.e.f. 1 -4-2000 under the mistaken fact that the first party’s 
name was sponsored through Employment Exchange. The 
management after having realized the mistake took back 
Miss Baby as Badli part time Sweeper whose name was 
sponsored through Employment Exchange and then 
relieved the first party from duties w.e.f. 6-4-2000, when 


8. After having gone through the aforesaid 
statementj of the management witness in examination chief 
and the Statement of the first party herself in cross 
examination I find substance in the arguments advanced 
for the management. From the statement of MW 1 as noted 
above, it * crystal clear that the first party, before the death 
of her mpther worked for a total period of 100 days in 
between tjieyear 1992 and 1997. It is further clear from the 
statement of the witness that in between 3-12-1999 and 
30-3-200p the first party hardly worked for a period of 119 
days and *i between 1 -4-2000 and 6-4-2000 she worked for 
a period ojf six days. The first party in her cross examination 
as seen alcove, in no uncertain terms admitted the fact that 
for the fir^t time in the year 1992 she worked for a period of 
13 days aq per Ex. M2 and worked for a period of 27 days in 
the year lj996 as per Ex. M3. She worked once again for a 
period of 47 days in the year 1996 as per Ex. M4 and again 
worked fo k a period of 13 days from 2-8-1997 to 14-8-1997. 
She also Admitted that she worked as a part time sweeper 
on temporary basis during the aforesaid period when the 
permanent sweeper was away from duty. She admitted that 
her mother expired on 30-5-1999 a month prior to her 
retirement date and that her name has not been sponsored 
through Employment Exchange. She admitted that she was 
taken bac^ in service on 2-12-1999 in place of Miss Baby 
and continued till 6-4-2000 till the order relieving her from 
duties at Ex.M9 was passed. It was elicited that her request 
to the management to continue in service in place of her 
mother o| compassionate ground was rejected by the 
management. Therefore, from the aforesaid oral evidence 
of the management witness not challenged in cross 
examinati >n as well as the first party and the documents 
marked at Ex.Ml to M9 for the management and the 
document; marked at Ex.Wl to W3 for the first party, it 
becomes c *ystal clear that the first party was being engaged 
by the mar agement bank as a temporary part time Sweeper 
earlier to tie death of her mother Smt. Prabhavathi when 
ever she was remaining absent from duty. In this capacity 
the first pjarty as noted above, worked for a period of 
100 days ih between the year 1992 and 1997. It is further 
seen from ^he records as well as the aforesaid oral evidence 


she had hardly worked for a period of six days on her fresh 
engagement. Therefore, as could be read from the records 
and the evidence brought on record, first party worked for 
a total period of 100 days intermittently in between the 
year 1992 and 1997 earlier to the death of her mother in her 
place whenever she was absent from duty and it is after her 
death she was again engaged by the management bank as 
a Part Time Sweeper on temporary basis from 3-12-1999 to 
30-3-2000 for a period of 119 days. Therefore, it gets clear 
that neither in between the year 1992 and 1997 nor in 
between 3-12-1999 and 30-3-2000 the first party worked for 
a period of 240 days or more continuously, that means she 
did not work for this statutory period in any calendar year 
either earlier to the death of her mother or subsequent to 
her death. 

9. Now, the next question to be considered was 
whether the first party worked with the management in 
place of her mother subsequent to her death presuming 
that she was taken in service on compassionate ground. 
Undisputedly, there is no order by the management in 
favour of the first party appointing her as a part time 
sweeper in place of her mother on compassionate ground. 
In fact the request made by the first party for such an 
appointment came to be rejected by the managmenet as 
per the letter dated 22-7-2000 at Ex.W3, the document 
produced by the first party, herself. The fact that her name 
was not sponsored through the Employment Exchange is 
very much admitted by the first party herself and she did 
not dispute the fact that name of said Miss Baby was 
sponsored through Employment Exchange. Therefore, no 
fault can be had with the management in relieving the first 
party frojn her duties by the impugned order at Ex.M9 and 
engaging the services of said Miss Baby in her place after 
realising that the first party could not have been engaged 
as part time sweeper to the regular post of Sweeper in place 
of her mother or in place of said Miss Baby. Therefore, the 
first party fails to establish before this tribunal that she 
worked with the management for a period of 240 days or 
more during any calendar year much less immediately before 
her services were terminated or that she was working with 
the management in place of her mother on compassionate 
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ground etc. In the result, the aforesaid order at Ex.M9 made 
by the management in relieving the first party from her 
duties cannot be found fault with much less to hold that 
the action of the management in relieving the first party 
from her duties by the said order was illegal and unjustified. 
In the result, the first party fails and the reference deserves 
to be rejected. Hence the following Award. 

AWARD 

The reference is rejected. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 7th May 2007) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
M ftcrft, 21 2007 

3 tT. 1771 .. — StfafWT, 1947 (1947 
^>T 14) ^ *TKI 17 

3TftraT°T/3Pqr ^ left I W 'RtSST 40/2004 ) 

17-5-2007 

13U «7TI 

[^'. T^-12012/50/2004-3^.3TR 

Trte ^tr, srfasFRt 
New Delhi, the 21st May, 2007 

S. O. 1771. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 40/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute t>etwedn the employers in relation to the 
management of Bank of Maharashtra, and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17-5-2007. 

[No. L-12012/50/2004-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
BANGALORE 

PRESENT : Shri A. R. Siddiqui, 

Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 40/2004 

I PARTY II PARTY 

Shri K.M. Mallesh, - The Regional Manager, 

No. 23, Ijoor, Naganakatte, Bank of Maharashtra, 
Ramanagaram Tow an, 15, Police Station Road, 

Rural District, Basavangudj, 

Bangalore. Bangalore-560064 


AWARD 

t. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section 2A of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order. No. L-12012/50/2004/IR (B-II) dated 28th 
June 2004 for adjudication on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Maharashtra is justified in imposing the punishment 
of Compulsory Retirement from Service on Shri K.M. 
Mallesh w.e.f. 3-3-2003? If not, what relief he is entitled 
to?” 

2. The first party workman by his claim statement, 
challenged the impugned punishment order retiring him 
from services compulsorily as unjust and illegal, the 
findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty of the 
charges of misconduct as perverse and arbitrary and the 
proceedings of the enquiry as opposed to the principles of 
natural justice. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement 
however, asserted and maintained that the impugned 
punishment order retiring the first party workman from his 
services compulsorily was legal and justified keeping in. 
view the findings of the enquiry officer holding him guilty 
of the charges, grave in nature and that the proceedings of 
enquiry were conducted against the first party in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice. 

4. Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties about the validity and fairness or otherwise of 
the enquiry proceedings, this tribunal on 2-12-2004 framed 
the following Preliminary Issue: 

“ Whether the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the first party by the Second Party is fair and 
proper?” 

5. During the course of trial of the said issue, the 
management examined MW 1 and got marked 4 documents 
at EX.M 1 to M4. The first party examined himself as WW1 
and thereupon, after having heard the learned counsels for 
the respective parties this tribunal by order dated 4-4-2006 
recorded a finding over the above said issue in favour of 
the management holding that enquiry conducted against 
the first party by the management is fair and proper. 
Thereupon the matter came to be posted to hear the parties 
on merits of the case. From 26-4-2006 to 4-9-2006, the, matter 
underwent several adjournments giving opportunity to the 
learned counsel for the first party to advance his arguments 
on merits of the case i.e. on the alleged perversity of the 
findings. 

6. When the matter was taken up on 3-10-2006, 
adjournment was sought on behalf of Shri V.S. Naik, learned 
counsel representing the first party on the ground that the 
first party is no more and that LR application will be moved. 
On 29-1-2007, when, the learned counsel for the first party 
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as well as th^ learned counsel for the Second party remained 
absent, arguments were taken as heard and the matter was 
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posted for a^ard. On 2-2-2007, on the oral request of Shri 
S. Ramesh fyr ShriV. S. Naik once again the matter came to 
be posted flpr arguments, finally. On 20-2-29\007 and 
1-3-2007, learned counsels for the respective parties did 
not turn upjand case wcs finally 1 posted for hearing on 
22-3-2007, ^n which date Shri Ramesh for Shri V.S. Naik 
submitted that the first party is dead and none has 
approached pirn as LRs. Therefore, he left the matter with 
the court to pass necessary orders as deemed fit. 

7. Therefore, as seen above, the DE conducted 
against the f|rst party has been held to be fair and proper 
and the next question to be considered by this tribunal 
was whetherj the enquiry findings suffered from perversity 
and whetheij the impugned punishment order in retiring 
the first part}! from service compulsorily was bad in law. As 
noted abovej, despite several opportunities given to the 
first party, 1 darned counsel representing the first party did 
not advance jhis arguments on the above said two points 
and ultimately on 3-10-2006 as noted above, reported the 
death of thej first party. As noted above, once again on 
22-3-2007 learned counsel representing the first party 
submitted th^t the first party being dead no LRs are coming 
forth to represent him and he leaves the matter with the 
court to pass frecessary orders. Therefore, under the above 
said facts an(f circumstances of the case this tribunal is left 
with no alternative but to hold that the proceedings before 
this tribunal 4annot be proceeded ahead nor can be allowed 
to be pending any more as the first party is already reported 
to be dead and no LRs on his behalf have come on record. 
In the result, the only order to be passed would be to abate 
the proceedings. Hence the following Award. 

AWARD 

The reference is dismissed as proceedings stand 
abated. No cpsts. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed 
by me on 1 st ^ay, 2007) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^ 21 2007 

w. 3 CT.ji 772 .—atteilPM'i ftrarc; srfafwr, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) t*rtr 17 ^ 373WF? 4 f, 

WTcfa ^ Rsfe PinkqiT "5Re£ 4,4 +kT SFJafa 
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15/2004) 

™ ^iRfin t, ift ^FR grt 17-5-2007 ^ TTCf 
^371 «7TI 

[tf. 7^-12011/289/2003-371^.37R («ft-II)j 


New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2007 

S. O. 1772. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 15/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank, and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 17-5-2007. 

[No. H201 l/289/2003-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXLUJE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT: Shri N.K. R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer., C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 15/2004 
Date of Passing Award - 17th April, 2007 
BETWEEN: 

The Management of the Regional Manager, 

Indian Bank, Circle Office, 

117/118, Station Square, Bhubaneswar 
Orissa, Pin-751 001 

... 1st Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, represented through the 
The Genera] Secretary, 

Indian Bank Employees Union, 

C/o. Indian Bank, 32, Ashok Nagar, 

Bhubaneswar, Orissa-751 009 

...2nd Party-Union 

APPEARANCES: 

Shri G. Satyanarayana. For the 1 st Party- 

management 

Shri Jagdish Chandra Jena, For the 2nd 
General Secretary. party-Union. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No.L- 12011/289/ 
2003(IR(B-n), dated 8-3-2004. 

“Whether the demand of the Indian Bank Employees 
Union for appointment of Shri K.C. Das, Sr. Cashier 
of Puri Branch to the post of Computer Operator on 
permanent basis is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to?’’ 
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2 The above reference is the outcome of a dispute 
raised by the Indian Bank Employees Union, Bhubaneswar, 
Orissa espousing the causes of the workman Shri K.C. 
Das, a so-called Senior Cashier, of Puri Branch Bank of the 
Management. 

3. Admittedly the Management-Bank is having its 
Corporate Office at Chennai while one of its circle office is 
located at Bhubaneswar exercising control over the Puri 
Branch. It is alleged by the Union that the workman Shri 
K.C. Das worked as a Cashier in the above Puri Branch 
from 17-8-1994 drawing necessary cash allowance on 
permanent basis. Subsequently after computerization of 
the said branch he was posted in the self same branch as 
Computer Operator, a special allowance post, on permanent 
basis with effect from 12-8-2002 as per the Industry Level 
Settlement. As per the above settlement assignment of 
Special allowance post should be on die basis of seniority. 
But when the Management wanted to assign such post on 
rotation-wise in its branch office'&t Bhubaneswar, a dispute 
was raised and ultimately it was decided by the Tribunal in 
its award dated 20-11-2002 not to post persons on rotation- 
wise in the post of Computer Operator. As in regard to the 
same the Management thought of posting its employees 
on rotation basis, the workman being apprehensive of his 
transfer from the post of Computer Operator raised a dispute 
through the Union culminating the same in the present 
reference. It is prayed by the Union to direct the 
Management not to disturb the workman from functioning 
as Computer Operator by posting him in some other 
capacity, the post, of computer operator being a permanent 
special allowance post by nature. 

4. The Management on the other hand, besides 
pleading about the unscrupulous demand of the Union 
has contended that the Union in question has no locus 
standi to raise such a dispute, the same mot being a 
recognized Union. It is also pleaded that posting of persons 
on rotation wise; being in accordance with a tripartite 
agreement with the Federation of Indian Bank Employees 
Union (FIBEU) affiliated to AIBEA the present Union has 
no locus standi to challenge the same in a circumvent 
manner by stating as if there was some Industry level 
settlement contrary to the same. Coming to an earlier award 
dated 20-11-2002 of the Tribunal to which the Union has 
referred, it is further contended by the Management that 
the subject-matter of that case is different from the present 
and so much so the matter is still subjudice before the High 
Court of Orissa. 

5. As to t he status of the workman in question it is 
further averred by the Management that the workman was 
never holding the post of a Cashier on special allowance 
on permanent basis or as a computer operator thereafter 
on permanent basis as claimed by the Union. According to 
it soon after the implementation of Computer system clerical 
staff having knowledge in computer were posted in different 
counters/seats having suc.i computer facility and for this 
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they were offered with some extra special allowance. 
Accordingly on the basis of routine allocation of work the 
workman Shri K.C. Das was simply allocated with the duties 
of cash receipt from 12-8-2002 on a rotational basis for a 
temporary period of six months as per the Bank’s policy in 
vogue. But he was never designated as Computer Operator 
as it was impossible in view of the settlement dated 
23-7-1994 with the recognized Union according to which 
die work which attracts computer allowance was only to 
be rotated among other eligible staff members for a period 
of six months. It is further contended that except the above 
referred agreement with the recognized Union then was no 
other industry based agreement as claimed by the Union 
and therefore the workman is not entitled to be posted 
permanently as a Computer Operator, the entire pleading 
of the Union being baseless and imaginary. 

6 . On the basis of above pleadings of both the 
parties the following two issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

L Whether the demand of the Indian Bank 

Employees Union for appointment of Shri K.C. Das, 

Senior Cashier of Puri Branch to the Post of Computer 

Operator on permanent basis is legal and justified? 

2 If not, to what relief the workman is entitled. 

7. Besides producing certain circulars/Bank Orders 
each party has examined one witness from their side. 

ISSUE No. 1 & 2 

8 . These two issues are taken up together as they 
are inter-linked. While giving a partial go bye to the stand 
of the Union, the workman (W.W. 1) stated that from 
17-8-1994 to 18-2-2003 he worked as Cashier on special 
allowance on permanent basis and thereafter he was 
transferred to deposit section from 19-2-2003 to work as a 
Clerk without any special allowance though according to 
Circular No. 101/91-92 dated 19-10-1991, (a reference to 
.which has been made in another circular marked ExL-5) he 
should not have been deprived of the special allowance 
which he was getting as a Cashier. The workman has also 
produced some office order to show his posting as a 
Cashier which has been denied by the Management. But 
this part of the evidence of the workman needs no answer, 
the same being outside the purview of the reference. 

9. Coming to the terms of reference the workman 
further contended that since he was the senior-most person 
in the branch he js entitled to be posted as Computer 
Operator on permanent basis as per the letter No. 1057/99 
dated 14-9-1999 (Ext-4) issued by the Zonal Office at 
Calcutta. But on perusal of the same it is gathered that the 
same is neither a circular nor a letter issued on the basis of 
a circular of the head office. It is simply a letter issued by 
Calcutta Zonal Office to all its branch banks at Calcutta to 
collect and forward to the Zonal Office for preparation of a 
panel all the applications received from interested computer 
knowing persons for their time to time posting in different 
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branch banks!within Calcutta city including Howrah, 
Shibpur, Liluhh, Babudangar, Serampore, Chinsurah. 
Therefore, this) letter (Ext.-4) is found to be of little help to 
the workman. Moreover there is nothing in it that the senior- 
most employe^ of a branch is to be posted as Computer 
Operator on permanent basis as claimed by the Union for 
the workman. I 

10. During cross-examination the workman admits 
that there is noj sanctioned post of a computer operator in 
Puri Branch bqt those of the employees who are asked to 
operate the computer are simply being called as Computer 
Operator and these computer operators besides operating 
the computer aje also required to attend to their cadre jobs. 
Basing on a letter (Ext.-4) of Zonal Office, Calcutta he claims 
that he being tfie senior most persons of Puri branch is 
entitled to be ’posted as Computer Operator after the 
computerization of the branch in the year 2002. But on 
perusal of the {said document as discussed earlier, it is 
noticed that the same is not at all a circular having wider 
applicability. It father indicates that at a pre-computerization 
stage the said letter was issued to different branch banks 
of West Bengal to collect applications from desirous 
persons for preparation of a temporary panel of computer 
operators for their subsequent posting in different branch 
banks of West^engal on special allowances. Therefore on 
the basis of said Office order of the Zonal Office an employee 
posted outside Calcutta can not claim that same is equally 
applicable to hifn. Besides there is nothing in that letter by 
which one can claim the post of a computer operator purely 
on the basis of Ration seniority on permanent basis. 

11. On tie other hand Ext.-A/3 a circular of 1994 
issued by the Personnel Department of the bank indicates 
that prior to issuance of the said circular the clerical staff of 
different branch banks were posted rotation-wise for three 
months on special allowances to work as Computer 
Operator. Sincq the period of such posting was only for 
three months on the demand of the Union vide settlement 
dated 23-7-1994 the said period was increased to six months 
and in case of Data Entry Operators the period of rotation 
was increased tq 15 months from 12 months. Thus in view 
of the above position a person can not claim to be posted 
permanently as Computer Operator purely on the basis of 
Stations Seniority and as such there appears no force in 
the demand of qie Unions. 

12 It is Icontend^d by the Union in its claim 
statement that thjere was an industry level settlement under 
which special allowance posts like the post in question are 
alone to be manhed on seniority basis but not on rotation 
basis. It is further averred in his claim statement that in an 
earlier award Nd. 793, dated 20-11-2002 this Tribunal has 
imposedi restricjions not to post persons on rotation in 
special tillowanie carrying post. But in support of such 
pleading s no documents has been filed by the Union either 
to speak about tjie so -called industry level settlement or 
about tine previous award. Therefore on an overall 


consideration of the facts on record it is held that the 
Management is not at all obliged to post permanently the 
workman Shri K.C. Das as a Computer Operator on the 
basis of his station seniority ignoring the circulars issued 
by its Head Office in tune with the settlement dated 
23-7-1994 with the Union as contained in Ext.-A/3. 

13. Accordingly the reference is answered in favour 
of the Management and against the Union. 

14. Reference is answered accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 

I.D. CASE No. 15/2004 

The Management of the 1 st Party-Management 
Regional Manager, 

Indian Bank 

Versus 

Their Workman. 2nd Party-Workman. 

LIST QF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE WORKMAN 

Workman Witness No. 1 : The workman Himself 

ShriKailash Chandra Das. 

LIST OF WITNESSES EXAMINED ON BEHALF OF 
THE MANAGEMENT 

Management Witness No.l : Shri Prafulla Kumar Behera. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS ON BEHALF OF THE 2ND 
PARTY-WORKMAN 

Ext.-I - Copy of the Bank Circular. 

Ext.-2 - Copy of the Circular issued by the Zonal Office of 
Bank at Calcutta. 

Ext.-3 - Copy of Office Order. 

Ext.-3/l. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/2. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/3. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/4. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/5. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/6. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/7. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-3/8. - Copy of the Office Order. 

Ext.-4. - Copy of the letter dated 14-9-1999 
Ext.-5.-Copy of Circular dated 12-8-2005. 

LIST OF EXHIBITS ONBEHALFOF 
THE 1ST PARTY-MANAGEMENT 

Ext. - A - Copy of the Circular dated 31-1-1991. 

Ext.-A/1 - Copy of the Circular dated 19-10-1991. 
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Ext.* A/2 - Copy of the Circular dated 6-5-1992. * 

Ext.-A/3 - Copy of the Circular dated 25-8-1994. 

Ext.-A/4 - Copy of the Circular dated 1-8-19%. 

Ext.- A/5 - Copy of the Circular dated 19-8-1998. 

^ ft*#, 22 2007 

W. 37T. 1773.—aWlPltb flrafc aflfaPm, 1947 ( 1947 
14) mi 17 $ aqwui ^ fa & 

mm afa ■% 1m, sttfv 

$ flifte jflciiPKti flrant 3 atalPi* tot ^ 
(*M W[ 32(C)/2003) ^ W& t, # 

vft 22-5-2007 ^ WRl $3TT «TTI 

E^£ T^T—12011/188/2003-3TTf,3TR. (*t-II)] 
tifa** 4^R ( 4*=f> srfaohiO 
New Delhi, the 22nd May, 200*7 

S. O. 1773.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 32(C)/ 
2003) of the Industrial Tribunal Patna (Bihar) as shown in 
the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of UCO Bank, and their workmen, which was 
received by die Central Government on 22-0:5-2007. 

[No. L-12011/188/2003-IR(B-II)] 
RAJINDER KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, SHRAM BHAWAN, BAILEY ROAD, 
PATNA 

Reference Case No. 32(C) of2003 

Between the management of UCO Bank, R.O. Mauryalok 
Complex, A Block, 4th Floor, Patna and their workmen 
represented by UCO Bank Employees Association, C/o. 

UCO Bank, Exhibition Road, Patna. 

For the Management : None. 

For the Workmen : Shri B. Prasad, State Secretary, 
UCO Bank Employees 
Association, Patna. 

Present : V asudeo Ram, Presiding Officer, 

Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 
AWARD 

Patna, dated the 14th May, 200*7 

By adjudication order No. L-1201 l/188/2003-IR(B-II) 
dated 27-11-2003, the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, has referred under clause(d) of SuthSection (1) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter to be called as ‘the Act* for brevity) the 
following dispute between the management of UCO Bank, 
R.O. Mauryalok Complex, A-Block, 4th Floor, Patna and 


their workmen represented by UCO Bank Employees’ 
Association, C/o. UCO Bank, Exhibition Road, Patna to 
this Tribunal for adjudication on the following: 

“Whether die claim of the Union that Smt. Kiran Devi 
qualifies for compassionate appointment as an 
empanelled daily rated workman consequent upon 
the death of her husband Shri Babloo during the 
pendency of the dispute raised on his behalf for 
permanent absorption in Patna Main Branch of UCO 
Bank is justified ? If yes, what relief the workmen is 
entitled to?” 

2 On receeipt of die reference the notices were 
issued by this Tribunal. The parties appeared and filed 
their respective written statements. The case of the UCO 
Bank Employee’s Association (hereinafter referred to as 
‘the Association’ for brevity) as made out in its written 
statement is that Shri Babloo, the husband of Smt. Kiran 
Devi was orally appointed in June, 1982 in UCO Bank, Patna 
Mqjn Branch as daily rated peon. Despite, signing of a 
settlement at apex level between the management of UCO 
Bank and the workmen Union for regularising the services 
of daily rated workmen who worked for 240 days during 
the period 12-10-1986 and 12-10-89 Shri Babloo was not 
empanelled for regularisation and hence an industrial 
dispute was raised which culminated in reference and 
* passing of an award by the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal 
No. 2, Dhanbad directing the management to empanel Shri 
Babloo for regularisation. Accordingly Shri Babloo was 
empanelled for regularisation. Further, the case of the 
Association is that as Shri Babloo was not regularised an 
industrial dispute was raised which was ultimately referred 
for adjudication and as was numbered as Ref. Case No. 10 
C of 2003. During the pendency of the Reference Case No. 
10 C of 20()3 Shri Babloo fell ill and ultimately died on 
6 -11 -2001, leaving behind his widow and children. As late 
Babloo was empanelled daily rated worker, he was not 
enorlled as a member of Provident Fund, Gratuity ands 
Pension Fund etc. hence his widow did not get any 
retirement benefits. Further the case of the Association is 
that after the death of her husband Smt. Kiran Devi made 
representation to the Bank for her empanelment on 
compassionate ground as an empanelled daily rated worker 
but the management truned down her request vide letter 
dated 12-1-2002. Thereafter Smt. Kiran Devi approached 
‘the Association* which raised this industrial dispute. The 
Association contends that there are provisions for 
appointment on compassionate ground for the widow for a 
deceased employee in die Bank. Late Babloo was getting 
wages monthly and was also paid wages for Sundays an 
Holidays and was also paid Bonus as per the provisions of 
the Payment of Bonus Act, 1965. His status was that of a 
temporary worker awaiting regularisation. It has been 
prayed that Smt. Kiran Devi be appointed on compssionate 
ground as an empanelled daily rated peon and thereafter 
be regularised in Bank’s Subordinate Cadre. 
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3. The contention of the management as mentioned 
in the written statement is that Smt. Kiran Devi is not a 
workman defined under Section 2(S) of ‘the Act’ and 
the dispute raised by the Untoo is not an industrial dispute 
as defined kinder Section 2(K) of ‘the Act’ as she was not 
employed with the management nor She could become the 
member ofjthe Union. Further, according to die management 
Smt. Kirap Devi was not an empanelled daily rated casual 
worker. Hpr husband Shri Babloo was a casual worker who 
died on 6- 111 -2001 during the pendency of Ref. Case No. 10 
C of 2003. pence the claim of the Union for compassionate 
appointment of Smt. Kiran Devi is not maintainable. 
Accordingj management there is no provision for 
compassionate appointment for the casual workers. Their 
dependant^ can not claim appointment on compassionate 
ground on pe basis of circular dated 21-9-1999. The said 
circular isj for appointment of the dependants of the 
deceased permanent regular employee on compassionate 
grounds. Itjis not applicable to the casual employees. It is 
also contended by the management that not a single 
appointment on compassionate grounds of the dependants 
of decease^ casual worker has been made. According to 
the management the relief claimed is fit to be rejected. 

4. U^on the pleadings of the parties the following 
points arisp out for decisions— 

(i) t la the dispute raised an industrial dispute as 
: defined in the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

(ii) ! Whether the claim of the Union that Smt. Kiran 
1 Devi qualifies for compassionate appointment 
| as an empanelled daily rated workman 
l consequent upon the death of her husband 
I Shri Babloo during the pendency of the dispute 
i raised on his behalf for permanent absorption, 
i is justified?., 

(iii) 'To what relief or reliefs Smt. Kiran Devi is 
j entitled ? 

FINDINGS 

Point No. $: 

5. Before entering into the discussions of evidence 
I would like to mention that after filing the W.S. the 
management left taking steps in the proceeding and hence 
the hearing has been done ex-parte. Mrs. Monju Sur 
(W.W. 1) h^s been examined on behalf of the Association 
besides Kir^n Devi (W.^W. 2). A few documents have also 
been prodded and marked Exhibits on behalf of the 
Association^. No evidence either oral or documentary has 
been adduced on behalf of the management. 

6 . ‘Industrial Dispute’ has been defined under 
Section 2(K|) of the Act as follows:— 

“Industrial Dispute means any dispute or difference 
between employers and employers, or between employers 
and the workmen, or between workmen and the workmen, 
which is connected with the employment or non¬ 


employment or the terms of employment or with the 
condition of labour, of any person; 

From the said definition it comes out that in order to 
call a dispute an industrial dispute— 

(a) there should be a dispute or difference, 

(b) the dispute or difference should relate to an 
industry; 

(c) the dispute or difference should be between the 
employers and the employers or between employer and 
the workmen, or between the workmen and the workmen; 

(d) the dispute or difference is connected with the 
employment or non employment; or terms of employment, 
or the conditions or labour of any person. 

The expression ‘any person’ is significant in this 
regard. Any person does not necesarily mean a workman 
nor it means any outsider. The crucial test is one of 
‘community of interest’ with the concerned person and 
subjected the construction of the expression ‘any person’ 
to the following two limitation:— 

CO The dispute must be a real dispute between 
the parties to the dispute so as to be capable 
of settlement or adjudication by one party to 
the dispute giving necessary relief to the other; 
and 

(ii) the person regarding whom the dispute is 
raised must be one in whose employment, non 
employment, terms of employment or 
conditions of labour, as the case may be, the 
parties to the dispute must have direct or 
substantial interest. 

In this case the dispute has been raised by the Union, 
UCO Bank Employees’ Association. The copy of 
memorandum dated 13-1-2002 submitted to the 
management by the Staff members of UCO Bank has been 
filed and marked Ext. W/2. Smt. Kiran Devi for whom the 
dispute has been raised is admittedly not an employee of 
the Bank but at the same time she is not completely an 
outsider. She is the heir and dependant of Late Shri Babloo 
who was admittedly a workman and Smt. Kiran Devi claims 
employment on compassionate ground on the death of her 
husband. The dispute is with regard to the employment. 
Thus all the four ingredients of ‘industrial dispute’, namely 
dispute, industry, party and the subjcet matter are present 
in this case. Under the circumstances I find and hold that 
the dispute raised in this case is an industrial dispute within 
the meaning and definition of industrial dispute under 
Section 2(K) of ‘the Act’. This point is decided accordingly. 

Point No. (ii) 

7. Kiran Devi (W.W. 2) is the widow of Late Babloo, 
She has stated that her husband died on 6-11-2001. She 
made application for her appointment but the same was 
turned down by the management. The copy of letter 
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dated 12-1-2002 of the management in this regard has been 
marked Ext. W/3. The copy of death certificate of Shri 
Babloo is Ext.W/4. Mrs. Monju Sur (W.W.l) who was also 
an employee of UCO Bank has stated that there was 
settlement between the management and the workmen 
Union/Federation that the employee who served in 
subordinate cadre as casual workers for a [period of 
240 days or more during the period of 3 years immediatley 
preceding the settlement would be absorbed as jiermanent 
employee. The said settlement was arrived at on 12th 
October, 1989. The copy of the said settlement is Ext.W. A 
copy of panel of such workers prepared by the management 
is Ext.W/1 in which the name of Shri Babloo finds 
mentioned at serial No. 206 with the date of his 1st 
engagement 25th Noveirijer, 1986. It is also title case of 
‘the Association’ that there was a reference case is which 
an award by die Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
No. 2, Dhanbad was passed and accordingly Slid Babloo 
was empanelled for regularisation. It is not a disputed fact 
that Shri Babloo died before he could be regularised. Thus 
it is an admitted fact that Shri Babloo was an empanelled 
daily rated wprker. 

8 . Now it is to be considered as to whether the heir or 
dependant of an empanelled daily rated worker is entitled 
to appointment on compassinate ground or not. The onus 
lies on the workmen to show that there is rule or jxecedeace 
in UCO Bank that on the death of an empanelled daily rated 
worker his heir or dependant would be appointed on 
compassionate ground. The Association has not produced 
any such circular or has shown any precedence that the 
heir or dependant of an empanelled deceased workman 
has been appointed on compassionate ground. As against 
that I find a copy of circular No.CHO/PMG/19/99 dated 
21 -9-99 entitled 4 Scheme for recruitment of dependants of 
decased employees on compassionate grounds’ on record 
in which ‘Employee’ means—A regular employ ee whether 
in the Subordinate, Clerical or Officer’s Cadre, whether 
confirmed or on probation and whether working full time or 
permanent part time. But will not include temporary or 
casual worker. Under the circumstances I find that as the 
services of Shri Babloo was not regularised and he was 
only on empanelled daily rated worker his heir/dependant 
can not claim appointment on compassionate ground. 
Under the circumsaatces I find and hold that the claim of 
the Union for compassionate appointment of Smt. Kiran 
Devi as an empanelled daily rated worker is not justified. 
This point is decided accordingly. 

Point No. (iii) 

9. Keeping in view the discussions made above and 
the findings arrived at on point No.(ii) I find and hold that 
Smt. Kiran Devi is not entitled to any relief. This point is 
answered accordingly. 

10. In the result I find and hold that the claim of the 
Union that Smt. Kiran Devi qualifies for compassionate 


appointment as an empanelled daily rated workman 
6 onsequent upon the death of her husband Shri Babloo 
during the pendency of the dispute raised on his behalf for 
permanent abosrption is not justified and Smt Kiran Devi 
is not entitled to any relief. 

11. And this is my award. ■ 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

VASUDEO RAM, Presiding Offoer 

^to*lt,22^,2007 

WW. WW. 1774.—ifceilPW) faWW SlfafaR, 1947 (1947 
wn 14) wft wrt 17 

srfiPFFn/ww ^ w (dwi 18/2003) 

wft y q ft wfr 18-5-2007 wft urer 

1[3TT «n i 

[U T^-20012/201/2002-awfaTO (Wfc- 1 )] 

asww agRR ■*?!*, 

New Delhi, the 22nd May, 2007 
S. 0.1774.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 18/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Dhanbai-I now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management ofBCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 18-5-2007. 

[No. I^20O12a04«Oa2*m<C-l)J 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, DeSkOfficer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXUM-LAtiOUR COURTS, 
DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding Officer. 
Reference. No. 18/3003 

Party:—Employer’s in relation to the Management 
of Bhoura (S) colliery of M/s. BCCL 
Vrs 

Sri Mithu Bouri Ex-M.C.L. of BhOura (South) Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL 

R c pr c a c a tot ive 

For the Management : Sri. S.C. Gour, Advocate 
For the Workman : Sri. U.RLal, Advocate 
Industry > Coal State :-Jharkhand 

Dated 9th April, 2007 


2646 GI/07—18 
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AWARD 

After having received the orders No. L-20012/201/ 
2002-IR(Cil) dated 24-1-2003 of the said reference from the 
Govt, of Jndia Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 18 of 2003 
was registered cm 5-2-2003 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in fhe court oh the scheduled date and file their 
written statement, along with die relevant document and a 
list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of 
the said order notices through the registered post were 
issued to the parties concerned. Sri S.C. Gour, Advocate 
and Sri u[ N. Lai, Advocate appeared in the Court to 
represent the Union and the Management respectively and 
filed their Written statement in support of their claim. 

The jcase of the Union in brief compass as set forth 
in its written statement is that the workman was appointed 
as a piece rated Miner loader having been posted at 
B.C.C.L. B^iowra (S) Colliery. 

The iMain case of the union is that the delinquent 
employee remained absent for the period of two months 
w.e.f. 18-B-2001 due to jaundice and was under the 
treatment of village Vaidya he was charge sheeted for the 
said unauthorised absence from the duty. The copy of the 
charge shekt is claimed to have not been properly sent to 
the worknjan nor any explanation was ever submitted to 
the management. The domestic enquiry was conducted 
and concluded ex-parte in absence of the workman and 
subsequen :ly on the basis of the said ex-parte enquiry 
proceeding alortgwith its finding the workman was 
dismissed (from the service for the said simple case of 
unauthorized absence of about two months only. 

The further case of the union is that the unauthorized 
absence bf two months on the reasonable cause and 
under the (jompelling circumstance beyond the control of 
the employee. Can not be treated as a gross-misconduct 
and the san^e cannot warrant a penalty of major punishment 
ofdismiss4l. 

The punishment is 'claimed to be dis-proportionate 
to the miscjonduct proved. The union has sought relief for 
setting asiijie the order of dismissal and reinstatement of 
the workman concerned with full hack wages. 

On tijte other hand defence case of die management 
in short as per the averment made in its writtem statement 
is that the delinquent workman was issued with a charge 
sheet for Unauthorised absence from his duty w.e.f. 
18-8-20011 without any leave or prior permission or 
information to the Management. The domestic enquiry was 
held as no! explanation of the charge sheet issued and 
submitted by the workman concerned and accordingly 
notice of enquiry were issued by the enquiry officer fixing 
the date df enquiry on 7-11-2001, 26-11-2001 and 
24-12-2003 but the charge sheeted workmen did not 


participate in the enquiry and as such the ex-parte enquiry 
was conducted in absence of the workmen concerned. 

The further defence of the Management is that after 
submission of the enquiry preceding along with its findings 
the disciplinary Authority sent. The copy of the enquiry 
report asking 2nd show cause to the workmen concerned. 
The delinquent workmen had submitted his reply which 
was not found satisfactory. His past record was also 
considered but the same was not found satisfactory and 
he was also held guilty for the misconduct of habitual 
asbsenteeism. The Management has denied the contents 
of the Written statement filed by the side of the union and 
has claimed that the penalty imposed upon the workman 
concerned is just, fair and proportioned to the alleged 
proven misconduct and the delinquent employee is not 
entitled to seek any relief. 

Rnom perusal of the record it transpired that the case 
was pending for the examination of the witnesses from the 
side of the management. In the mean time a copy of the 
memorandum of settlement dtd. 14-11-06 arrived at between 
the management Eastern Jharia, Bhowra area and the 
workmen concerned has been filled in the court on 
9-4-2007 on behalf of the management praying there in to 
accept the same and to pass an award as per the terms of 
the settlement. 

Heard the learned lawyer for the mangement and the 
representative of the workmen concerned on the point of 
the settlement. Perused the copy of the memorandum of 
settlement dtd. 14-11 -06 arrived at between the management 
and the delinquent employee. Both the representatives of 
the parties and Sri A. K. Sinha, Dy. Chief Personal Manager, 
Eastern Jharia area of M/s. BCCL and the delinquent 
employee Sri Mithu Bouri, Ex-Loader of the Colliery have 
put their signature on th« Memorandum of settlement 
arrived at between the parties on certain terms and 
condition. It is agreed by the parties that Sri Mithu Bouri 
the workmen will be reinstated as badli loader on initial 
basic pay without any claim for any back wages or 
anything for the period of idleness and die whole idle 
period will be treated as dies- non and will be reckoned for 
the purpose of gratuity only. Altogether there are eight 
terms and condition for the settlement arrived at between 
the parties. Both the party have came to the settlement at 
their sweet will and free consent. 

In the aforesaid prevailing facts and circumstances 
of the case and the memorandum of settlement duly signed 
by the respondents parties and their representative in 
presence of the workmen. It is hereby. 

ORDERED 

That let an award be and the same is passed as per 
the terms and condition of the memorandum of settlement 
arrived at between the parties. 
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The memorandum of settlement Ad. 14-11-2006 
filled today is accepted and the same shall form part of the 
award. 


Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India 
Ministry of Labour and Employment for infoimation and 
needful. The reference is accordingly disposed off. 

MD.S. KHAN, Pleading Officer 
MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMFHT ARRIVED AT 
BETWEEN THE MANAGEMENT OF EASTERN 


JHARIA AREA, M/S. B.C.C4-.AND THEIR 
WORKMAN, SHRIMTIHUBOERI, EX-MINER/ 
LOADER, P.NO.-0295<K29, BHOWRA(S) COULffiRY, 
IN FORM ‘H’ AS W3HJX RULES, 1957. 


Management side: 

1. Shri A.K. Sinha, 

Dy. Chief Personnel 
Management, Eastern 
JhariaArea, M/s. BCCL, 
P. O.: Bhowra, Dist: 
Dhanbad. 


TYnrim nfclt 

1. Sri Mithu Bouri, 
Ex-M/Loader, P. No. 
2956829, Bhowra(s) 
CoHieiy. 

1 SriMd. Akhtar Ali, 
Area Secrets try, 

N. C. W., EJ Area. 


SHORT RECITAL OF THE CASE 


Shri Mithu Bouri, bearing P. No. 02956829, was 
working as Miner/Loader at Bhowra(s) Colliery in 
permanent roll of M/s. BCCL. He was dismissed from 
service of the Company w.e.f. 10-2-2002 on accomst of 
proved misconduct of unauthorised absence from duty 
w.ei. 18-08-2001. 

However, die management of BCCL has now been 
pleased reinstate him in 'service as a Badli workman on 
certain terms and conditions, as communicated by the 
C. G.M. (P&IR), BCCL, Koyla Bhawan, vide his letter No. 
BCCUPer/IR.ReimtateroetK/06/6502 dated 30-08-2006 
addressed to him with a copy to the G.M., EJ Area & others. 
Accordingly, this Memoranchnn of Settlement in Form- ‘H’ 
as per LD. Rules , 1957 is being arrived at between the 
Management of E.J. Area and Shri Mithu Bouri and his 
representing Union - N. C.W.S., to reinstate hitm in service 
as a Badli workman on the following terms & conditions. 

TERMS & CONDITIONS 

1. Sri Mithu Bouri will be reinstated as Badli Miner/ 
Loader on initial baric pay at Bhowra(s) Colliery, 
subject to his Medical Fitness l>y the Area 
Medical Board. 

2 His reinstatement wifi be subject to his identity 
being established in reference to Company’s 
records and documents. 

2 He should not have attained the age of 
superannuation. 

4. He should not have withdrawn his; CMPF and 
Gratuity, otherwise, it will be treated as a fresh 
appointment instead of reinstatement as Badli 
woriaer. 


5. He should not h am raised any I.D. before the 
ALC(C), or filed any case before any Court 
regarding his (ftsmiudand M *o,he will withdraw 
the case before of duty on rein¬ 

statement. ' 

& He wMJuot claim for any bade wages or anything 
for foe period of idleness and the whole idle 
period will be treated as dies-non and will be 
reckoned for the purpose of gratuity only. 

7. His confirmation as a permanent employee will be 
subject to completion of 190 days attendances in 
underground/240 days attendance on surface in 
a calendar year. 


8 . He will be abide by the Coal Mines Pension 
Scheme, 1998 and contribution thereof as 
applicable. 


(A.K. Sinha) 

Dy. Chief Personnel 
Manager, E.J. Area, 
BCCL,PO-Bhowra 
(Dhanbad) 


Sri Mithu Bouri, 
Ex-M/L.,P,No. 
2956829, Bhowra(S) 
Colliery. 


(Md. Akhatar Ali) 

Area Secy . UCWU,«J Area 


Witnesses :— 

1. K.P.Shanna QQ9041QJ 

02769941 

2. Bhowra (S) 


22^, 2007 

*sr. 1775 .—fadK atfaFWH, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ «iro 17 ^ iprc#* 

•qWR'W *ptf-I ^ (Wl-ttBM 30/2003 ) 

^ ia-5-2007 wa 

fa* t*i 

I: 1ioimi/ 2003-«n#3m(*M)] 

N*W Delhi, fee 22nd May, 2007 
S. O. 1775.—Is pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3CV2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between foe employers in relation to the 
management of Jet Airways and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 18-5-2007. 

[No. L-l i012/21/2003-IR(C-l)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INpUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

; JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS 
Presiding Officer 

I REFERENCE” NO. CGIT-30 OF2003 

PARTIES: Employ irs in relation to the management 

of Jet Airways 


And 

Their workmen. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. A.R. Kulkami, Adv. 

For the workman : Workman present in person 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 26th day of April, 2007. 

AWARD PART-II 


This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section I 
and subjection 2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (the Act for short). Vide Government of India, 
Ministy df Labour, New Delhi, order No. L-l 1012/21/2003 - 
IR(C-I) cfated 27-6-2003. The terms of reference given in 
the schedule are as follows: 

“Whether the action of the management of Jet 
Airways, Mumbai in dismissing the service of 
Mh Mohd. Rafique Pathan w.e.f. 12-3-2002 is legal 
and justified? If not, what relief is the workman 
entitled ?” 

2. |Mr. Mohd. Rafique Pathan (workman) was 
employe<J by Jet Airways as Driver w.e.f. 1-2-1994. He was 
issued a charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001 for misconduct on 
account of absenteeism for a period of 49 days detailed 
therein, \fh ich led to thceonduction of domestic enquiry. 
The Enquiry Officer found the workman guilty after holding 
a just aixj proper enquiry in accordance with principles of 
natural jiistice. The workman was dismissed from service 
finally w.jf. 12-3-2002, 


ground of 
assailed Ri 
tbe penj 
dismissal 
miscondtii 


The workman challenged the enquiry on the 
violation of principles of natural justice and also 
ie finding of the Enquiry Officer by alleging it to 
[rse. He also alleged that the punishement of 
is shockingly disproportionate to the charge of 


ct. 


4. Vide Part-I Award dt. 24-10-2005 the enquiry was 
found to pe just and proper in accordance with principles 
of natural justice. Now the question arises as to whether 
the finding of miscounduct is correct or it is perverse. It is 
also to bo seen as to whether the dismissal is just and 


proper or shockingly disproportionate to the charge of 
misconduct. 

5. While passing Part-I Award it was also observed 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer is not perverse since 
the period of absence was admitted and no sufficient 
explanation was there to explain away the absence. However, 
specific finding was not given while passing the aforesaid 
award. In this view of the matter the correctness/perversity 
of the finding is to be judged at this juncture. The period of 
absence is nowhere disputed by the workman and 
still I do not find any evidence what soever to give just 
explanation for the absence from duty. It was open to the 
workman to lead some possible evidence on this point but 
I am sorry to say that no evidence is being led by the 
workman on this account. The medical certificate filed earlier 
do not appear to be credible to the extent to give 
justification to remain absence from duty. The evidence of 
misconduct appears to be based on sufficient evidence on 
record by the Enquiry Officer and the same is liable to be 
confirmed once again. I therefore, hold that the charge of 
misconduct against the workman is well proved for 
unauthorized absence of 49 days. 

6. Now the question arises as to whether the 
punishment of dismissal is disproportionate. 

7. The contention of the workman appears to be 
correct on the face of it when it is stated that the wrokman 
should not be dismissed from service for a just absence of 
49 days but the record speaks otherwise and justified the 
dismissal for the reason the past record of the workman is 
very bad. The workman joined the services in the year 1994 
and started remaining absent frequently since 1998 for 
which he was penalized which fact has been admitted by 
the workman himself in his evidence before this Tribunal. 
The workman has admitted that it is correct that he was 
issued a show-cause notice dt. 10-8-1998 for absence, 
He was again issued a show-cause notice for absence 
dt.30-8-99; he was issued warning letters dt. 20-10-1999, 
20-11^1999,13-12-1999andlasdyon 10-1-2001 forremaining 
absent from duty. He also admitted that he was issued a 
charge sheet dt. 4-9-2001 for a period of absence of 54 
days. The present reference is on the question of dismissal 
on the basis of subsequent charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001. 
These proved facts show that the wrokman is a habitual 
offender for remaining absent as and when it suits to him 
does not care for disciplinary action. In this background, 
the action of the Management cannot be aid to be malafide 
or disproportionate to the charge of misconduct. In fact, 
the Management could not afford such a incorrigible Driver 
for retention in service. The action of the Management is 
absolutely justified keeping in mind the past poor record 
of the workman. Hence, the punishment of dismissal cannot 
be said to be disproportionate to the charge of misconduct 
and thus illegal or liable to any modification or alteration 
within the powers under Section 11 -A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 
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8 . Hence, the action of the Management in 
dismissing the service of Mr. Mohd. Rafique Pathan w.e.f. 

12 -3-2002 is legal and justified and he is not entitled to any 
relief. . 

-9. An Award is made accordingly. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DA5IS 
Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NQ.CGIT-300F 20Q3 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of Jet Airways 

And 

Their workmen (Mr. M.R. Pathan) 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Management : Mr. A.R. Kulkami, Adv. 

For the Union : Mr. M. Nagle, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 24th day of October, 2005. 

AWARD PART-I 

1. This is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub-section 1 
and sub-section 2A of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947 (the Act for short). The terms ofteference given 
in the schedule are as follows : 

“Whether the action of the management of Jet 
Airways, Mumbai in dismissing ilhe service of 
Mr. Mohd. Rafique Pathan w.e.f. 12- 3-2002 is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled ?” 

2. The second party workman Mohd. Rafique 
Shkirulia Pathan has filed Statement of claim dated 
18-8-2003 wherein the disputant stated that he was in the 
employment of the First Party with effect from 1-2-1994. 
His past service record is totally clean, spotless and 
unblemished. He was served with axharge sheet dated 
29-11 -2001 whichyvas concocted and vague. He denied to 
all the allegations. A domestic enquiry was conducted by 
the Enquiry Officer but he was not offered due opportunity 
of hearing. He has challenged the enquiry and its report 
on the following basis: 

0) The charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001 is totally 
false, fabricated, concocted and vague 
because the management is failed to 
mentioned under which Model Standing 
Orders the alleged charge sheet has issued. 


(u) That the management has failed to provide 
list of witnesses and relevant documents 
alongwith the charge sheet dt. 29-11-2001. 

(in) That the Enquiry Officer has failed to explain 
the procedure of enquiry to the Second Party 
workman. 

, (iv) That the Enquiry Officer has failed to 
eonduct so called domestic enquiry against 
the Second Party workman in die language 
which is known to him i.e. in Hindi because 
Second Party workman has studied upto 9th 
Standard in his vernacular language i.e. in 
Urdu and hence he was npt able to understand 
what is going on in the said domestic enquiry. 

(v) That the management has failed to examine 
the material witnesses in the so called 
domestic enquiry by not examining Shri 
S. Gopalkrishnan, H R. Manager, Western 
India who has signed the charge sheet 
dt 29-11-2001. 

(vi) That the management has failed to produce 
any relevant documents in the said so called 
domestic enquiry to prove so called charges 
which are levelled against Second Party 
workman specifically the management has not 
produced leave card as leave record and leave 
application of the Second Party workman of 
the relevant period. 

(vii) That the Enquiry Officer has failed to allow 
Second Party workman to conduct cross- 
examination of the first party company’s 
witnesses. 

(viii) That the Enquiry Officer has failed to allowed 
Second Party workman to lead statements/ 
evidence specifically disallowed him to bring 
witnesses on behalf of his choice in the so 
called domestic enquiry to defend his case. 

(ix) That the reports and findings of Enquiry 
Officer are totally perverse. 

3. The First Party has filed written statement dated 
26-9-2003 wherein the past record of the workman showing 
unauthorised absence at intervals has been mentioned and 
further it has been emphasized that the applicant was absent 
in unauthorised manner for the relevant period under the 
enquiry in question with effect from 17-10-2001 to 29-11 - 
2001. Proper enquiry was conducted by an independent 
Enquiry Officer appointed by the management. Due 
opportunity of hearing was given to the workman who 
actually participated in it. He cross-examined the witnesses 
of the management and did not lead in evidence in defence. 
The enquiry was conducted in accordance with the Model 
Standing Order applicable to the workman. The charge of 
misconduct was proved against the workman vide report 
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of the enquiry officer dated 22-2-2002. A copy of the 
enquiry report was given to die workman and he, in turn, 
filed the reply dated 04-3-£,002 pleading mercy from the 
management. The workman, was however, dismissed from 
service on | consideration of the entire record. 

4. At present, I am concerned at this juncture to the 
extent as tojwhether the enquiry in die instant case against 
the workman is fnir and in accordance with law. 


witness was not material. The ground of challenge 
regarding non-production of any relevant documents by 
the management during the course of enquiry is frivolous. 
Whatever documents were brought on record by the 
management were sufficient for concluding the enquiry. 
The workman was duly asked to examine the witnesses but 
he did not avail that opportunity. The workman was allowed 
the opportunity to lead evidence in defence but he failed 


5. The workman has led evidence in the form of his 
affidavit. fie has been duly crous-examined by the 
management. No evidence is being led from the side of 
management. 

6. I f\ave heard both th^parties and gone through 
^the entire, ijocord. I have perused the entire record of the 

domestic inquiry conducted in this case by one 
independent person Mr. Gaurang Lafcia. The workman was 
served witl^ the charge sheet (Ex-3) for the unauthorised 
absence di ^sng the rnontharf October and November 2001 
as detailed (herein. The charge of misconduct was levied 
for unauthorised absence. The workman duly participated 
in the enquiry proceedings on each and every dates fixed 
by the Enquiry Officer. The workman was offered due 
opportunity^ on each and every date during the course of 
enquiry. Thje copies of all die documents were supplied 
and were k<jpt open for inspection by the workman. The 
workman vjas also offered due opportunity for leading 
evidence injhis defence but surprisingly, he did not lead 
any evidencje. Th e workman claimed that his absence was 


to avail that opportunity. In this view of the matter I do not 
find that the enquiry is vitiated for any of the grounds 
mentioned in the Statement of claim. The perusal of the 
record makes it clear that due procedure had been followed 
by the Enquiry Officer. No prejudice has ever been caused 
to the workman. The finding of the Enquiry Officer appears 
to have been concorrectly arrived at. The absence is 
admitted by the workman. It is apparently unauthorized 
since no evidence whatsoever was being led by the 
workman to show justifiable grounds for remaining absence 
for the period is question. The workman was s ta pp lied with 
the enquiry report and in his reply he did not challenge the 
finding rather pleaded for mercy. 

8. The learned counsel for the applicant has filed 
three rulings 

(0 1995IICLR 1195 Philips India Ltd. Vs. Sangita 
Balkrishna and others. 

(ii) 1987II CLR 269 Kumar Ram Nandan Vs. Fluid 
Power (P) Ltd. and Ors. 


not unauthorised but it was on account of illness for which 
he did not lejd a?,iy evidence whatsoever was being lead by 
the workmab to prove his defence for showing that his 
absence cou|& not be termed to be unauthorized and thus, 
he was not g uilty of misconduct. 

7. Regarding the pleas taken by the workman for 
challenging the enquiry and the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer, I ha /e to say that the charge sheet is in accordance 
with due procedure and.,’aw. It is not necessary that it 
should have been mentioned in the charge sheet itself that 
the enquiry is being conducted under Model Standing 
Orders. The (list of witnesses and relevant documents does 
not appear! to ge supplied to the workman by the 
managenr ien( on the date of charge sheet but that does not 
vitiate th e enquiry fc<r the obvious reason that the workman 
duly pa/rticigated in the enquiry and did not challenge that 
he was ever but to an)' prejudice by it. In fact, his absence 
was admitted by the workman. The procedure followed by 
the Enquiry Officer was explained on each and every date 
and every d^te which is evident from the perusal of the 
record of thei enquiry. No doubt, the enquiry was recorded 
in E nglish language but that too did not cause any prejudice 
nor it was eVer challenged by the workman before the 
Enquiry Ofjficer. The non-production of Shri S. 
Gopaikrishniin (HR) Manager, Western India, for proving 
the charge sheet dated 3-11-2001 does not make the enquiry 
vitiated or bgd in la w. I feel that the production of this 


(iii) 2003 (1) CLR 941 Sunam Yel 1 appa Jadhav Vs. 

Narsinggiiji Mills & .Ors. 

9. The First ruling has no application since it relates 
to the grant of maintenance. 

10. In the second ruling the Honourable Bombay 
High Court has held that while conducting a domestic 
enquiry the cardinal principle of labour jurisprudence 
should be followed by the employer while holding a 
domestic enquiry against the workman and it should be 
shown that the enquiry was conducted honestly and 
bonafidely and that it was not an empty formality. In the 
present case, I do not find any material on record on the 
basis of which it may be inferred that the enquiry in 
question was not conducted honestly and bonafidely and 
that it was an empty formality. 

11. In the last ruling, it has been held by the 
Honourable High Court of Karnataka that the rules of law 
of evidence are not applicable to domestic enquiry and 
hence the Labour Court had erred in holding that the 
charge was not proved for non-examination of the 
passengers and thus the order of reinstatement was set 
aside. I feel that this ruling does not help die workman at all 
and rather helps the First Party management. 

12. On the other side, the learned counsel for the 
first party management has filed certain rulings to be 
discussed below. 
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13. In 1999 (82) FLR 520 Modern Food Industries 
India Ltd. Vs Ilnd Industrial Tribunal, West Bengal, the 
Honourable Calcutta Hi^iCowttas hekl feat the Standard 
of proof in the disciplinary proceedings is pre-ponderence 
of probabilities and not beyond reasonable doubt 

14. In 2003 Lab IC 3408, Mr. Gopal Shetty Vs. 
Syndicate Bank, Honourable High Court of Karnataka held 
that the principles of natural justice are not violated if the 
opportunity of hearing » being offered to die delinquent 
and he failed to avail diet opportunity and further held that 
the delinquent cannot blame the Enquiry Officer for it. 

15. In20G0 (2) LLN1038 Board ofTrustees of Port 
of Bombay V/s. B.R.Surve, the Honourable High Court of 
Bombay held that sophisticated rules of evidence under 
the Evidence Act do not apply to domestic enquiry and it 
further held that so long there is some material before the 
Enquiry Officer whereby reasonable and logical conclusion 
of guilt could be arrived at, and that the Enquiry Officer 
had conducted the enquiry Tairly following tike principles 
of natural Justice and could not be said that die findings 
are bad in law. 

1 6. fill998 LAB IC 3085 Kandla Port Trust and Anr. 
Vs, K.R. Chauhan and another, the Honourable.High Court 
of Gujarat has held that the ambit and scope of discipfinary 
proceedings is different to that of criminal proceedings 
and the strict rules of iminal jurisprudence are not 
applicable for appreciation of evidence in the domestic 
enquiry. The emphasis is laid for following the principles 
of natural justice. 

17. Considering the entire evidence available on 
record and die legal position, I conclude that I do not find 
any material to hold that die enquiry m the present case 
against the workman is not fair, bad or unjustifiable. I 
therefore, hold that the enquiry in die present case is fair 
and proper. 

18. The reference woukl go c» for bearingforPact-II 
Award for which 18th November, 2005 infixed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

ft*#, 28^,2007 

*sr.*r. i 776 .- 4 rif*wftwrc 1947 (1947 

^JT 14) # 17 ^ 4f, 

sppu 3 ftfe aflsilPi* 3 3?#f*rar 

Vte P b - W , SWT-spfq, $ WZ *nS*7T 32/2006) # 
Wf7T<T ^ TTWR # 25-5-2007 # W 

9T I 

[U 13^-41011/27/2003-3!^ 3*TC (#-I)] 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2007 

S.O. 1776.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 32/ 
2Q06)of die Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ernakuiam as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between die mmutgemenflof 
Southern Railway ml their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 25-5-2007. 

[No. L-4101 l/27/2003-IR(B-D] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Dwk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRJBl^UL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Pnscat 

Shri P. L. Norbert, BA,LLB., Presiding Officer 
I. D. 32/2006 

<L D. VBBKH of Labour Court, Ernakuiam) 


Workman/Union 

The Secretary 

Southern Railway Men’s Union 
Prakash Bhawan 

Railway Station Road 
Thrippunithura 

Ernakuiam 


^Adv. Shri C. S. AjitPrakash 

Management 

The Divisional Personal Officer 


Southern Railway, 

Trivandrum. 


Adv. Shri M.C. Cherian 


AWARD u 


This is a reference made ^Central Government under 
Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is: 

“Whether die deamand of Southern Railway Men's 
Union before the management of Southern Railway 
for payment of washing allowance to the Group ‘D’ 
staff working as Sweeper-cum-Porter, Gangman and 
Gatekeep er is prope and justified? If so, what relief 
the union concerned in respect of the Gr. D. staff are 
entitled r 

* 

2. The facts of the case in brief are as follows : 

The workmen who are the members of the claimant 
union were initially appointed as casual labourers and later 
they were absorbed as permanent employees of the Railway 
in the post of Sweeper-cum-Porter, Gangmen, Gatekeepers, 
etc. All those workmen fall under Group ‘D* category. They 
are provided with uniforms. They work in extreme weather 
conditions and their uniforms get spoiled soon. However 
they are not given washing allowance. But some of the 
other categories in Group ‘D’ are given washing allowance. 
This is discriminatory and violative of Article 14 of the 
Constitution. Similar employees in RMS, Post and Telegraph 
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and Telecommunications are given washing allowance to 
entire Group] ‘D’ workers. The Gangmen have to work in 
unhygienic conditions in the track in cleaning and clearing 
of railway trajck. Their dress require frequent washing. The 
treatment of jemployees in the same group differently is 
discriminatory and arbitrary. 

3. ThO Railway in their objection contends that the 
union has no focus standi to raise the dispute and represent 
the employees. The union is not a recognized union. The 
Railway Boajd is the only competent authority to consider 
the claim for Washing allowance. The S weeper-cum-Porters, 
Gangmen and Gatekeepers are not covered by the circular 
issued by Rahway Board, Ministry of Railways regarding 
washing allowance. Granting of washing allowance is a 
policy decision of the Railway and the Court has no 
jurisdiction $ adjudicate on the claim. The claim of the 
workers is in jhe active consideration of the Railway Board. 
At present % workers are not entitled to get washing 
allowance. 

4. In tlie light of the above contentions, the following 
points arise fpr consideration: 

(1) It the union competent to raise the dispute ? 

(2) Are Sweepers-cum-Porters, Gangmen and 
(gatekeepers entitled for washing allowance? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WWI 
& 2 and documentary evidence of Exts. WI to W4 on the 
side of worknjan and MW 1 and Exts. M1 to. M5 on the side 
of management. 

5. Point No. (1) : 

The cause of 33 workmen whose names are provided 
in the annexjire to the Claim Statement is espoused by 
Southern Railway Men’s Union. According to the Railway 
it is not a recognized union and the registration of the 
union stands Cancelled. Ext. Ml is produced by Railway to 
prove that faci It is a Cancellation Certificate of Registration 
issued by Registrar of Trade Unions on 11-4-2003. In the 
light of this cancellation certificate it is contended by the 
Railway that (the union can no more conduct the case on 
behalf of the Workmen. The workmen are not parties to the 
reference. Therefore the reference is not maintainable. WW2, 
one of the workers examined before this Court, is not aware 
whether the registration of the union is cancelled or not. 
However Ext. Ml shows that the registration stands 
cancelled. Thp dispute was raised and reference was made 
by Government on 20-2-2004. It says that the failure of 
conciliation teport of Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Emuculam was on 31-7-2003. Thus at the time of 
reference the union had no recognition and its registration 
was cancelled by the Registrar of Trade Unions w.e.f. 

11 -4-2003. H^d the registration been cancelled after raising 
the dispute th^t would not have affected the jurisdiction of 
this Court to broceed with the adjudication. It is held in 
Management of Gammon (India) Ltd. v. State of Orissa 


1974II L.L.J. 34 (Ori) (D.B,) that even if a trade union ceases 
to be a registered trade union during continuance of the 
adjudication proceedings that would not affect the 
maintainability of the order of reference. But in the present 
case the order of reference was made at a time when the 
registration of the union stood cancelled. Therefore the 
union had no locus standi to raise a dispute and request 
the Government to refer the dispute to a Tribunal. The 
workers are not parties to the reference. No other union 
has taken up the cause of workers after the reference. 
Therefore this Court has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the 
dispute without anyone to represent the workmen. 

6. Point No. (2): 

In the light of the above finding it follows that this 
Court has no jurisdiction to decide the dispute. However 
for the purpose of completeness and to avoid further delay 
and inconvenience to the workers I would discuss Point 
No. (2) also. 

7. The workers numbered 33, whose list is annexed 
to the Claim Statement, are S weeper-cum -Porters, Gangmen 
and Gatekeepers. They are provided with uniforms. 
Admittedly they are not given washing allowance. But 
certain other categories of Group ‘D’ employees of the 
Railway are given washing allowance. Exts. M2 to M5 are 
relevant provisions of Railway Establishment Code and 
amendments to the said Code. Ext. M2 is extract of Vol. n of 
Indian Railway Establishment Code, Para 1422. It reads: 

“1422. Washing Allowance.—Group ‘D’ staff 
employed in the headquarters offices of a railway or 
in any other office where it is considered desirable 
by the Ministry of Railways from the Administrative 
point of view, that the Group ‘D’ staff should appear 
in neat and clean uniforms, may be granted by a 
special or general order, a washing allowance at such 
rate as the Ministry of Railways may prescribe from 
time to time.” 

Ext. 3 is extract of Vol.l of Railway Establishment 
Manual, Para 706. It reads : 

“706. Washing Allowance.—Class IV staff Group 
‘D’ employed in the headquarters of a railway or in 
any other office where it is considered desirable by 
the Ministry of Railways from the Administrative 
point of view, that the Class IV (Group D) staff should 
appear in neat and clean uniforms, may be granted 
by a special or general order, a washing allowance at 
such rate as the Ministry of Railways may prescribe 
from time to time. Uniforms supplied to Cooks, Asst. 
Cooks, Pantry men, Masalchis of Medical Department 
employed in railway hospital kitchens and other 
group D staff of hospitals and dispensaries such as 
Dressers, X-ray/Laboratory/Hospital Assistants, 
Hospital Peons, Ayahs, Sweepers, Stretcher bearers, 
may be washed departmentally. 
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Ext. M4 is Circular No. 11/2000regarding amendment 
to Para 706 of Railway Establishment Manual referred 
above. The relevant portion reads : 

“The following categories of Group D staff and the 

Staff Car Drivers (Group C) have been selected for 

the payment of washing allowance in terms of Rule 

1422 RD( 1990). 

(i) Such of the Class I Railway servants in schools 
as are provided with uniforms. 

(ii) Class IV Railway servants in hospitals and 
dispensaries, such as dressers, X-ray 
attendants, laboratory attendants, hospital 
peons, ayahs. Sweepers and Stretcher Bearers. 

(iii) Drivers of Staff Cars. 

(iv) Lift Attendants (Lift-men). 

(v) All non-gazetted staff of RPF /RPSF. 

(vi) Such of the Central Labour who are employed 
as peons and Motor Drivers only in 
Administrative Offices dr persons attached to 
the Divisional Engineers in-charge of the 
Construction units/projects in , the 
Construction Department of the Railway. 

(vii) Ambulance Car Drivers. 

(viii) Air-conditioned Coach Attendants. 

fix) Waiting/Retiring Room Attendants/Ayahs. 

(x) Station Lift Attendants. 

(xi) First Class Coach Attendants. 

(xii) Group ‘D’ staff working in Catering Units either 
at Stat ions or in Running Trains. 

(xiii) Group ‘D’ staff working in Railway Stations 
engaged in sweeping/cleaning platforms/ 
stations/buildings. 

Ext. M 5 is amended provision of Para 706 of Indian 
Railway Establishment Manual, Vol. 1. The provision is the 
same as in Ext. M 4. The provisions in Ext. M 2 & M 3 show 
that the Railway did not intend to give washing allowance 
to all categories of Group P’ employees, but only to certain 
selected categories who are working in offices and 
frequently appearing before the public and having contact 
with them. 

8. The learned counsel for the union drew my 
attention to Ext. W.l to 4 to show that all those who are 
given uniforms are also entitled to washing allowance and 
this pattern has been followed in other Government 
establishment, like Posts & Telegraph, Telecommunications. 
Central Excise etc . Ext W1 is regarding revision of rate of 
washing allowance that is already granted to certain 
categories of Group ‘D’ staff. It does not show that all the 


employees of Group ‘D’ are given washing allowance. Ext. 
W2 regarding grant of washing allowance to canteen 
employees of Railway, by Ext. W2 the Railway Board 
decided that instructions issued by the Department of Post 
& Telegraph regarding supply of uniform and livery items 
in the light of the order of CAT could be adopted by Railway. 
It was further decided by the Railway Board to give washing 
allowance to Bearers, Halwais, Assistant Halwais, Cooks 
and Tea/Coffee Makers, Dish Cleaners and Sweepers in 
canteens. It also does not show that all employees in group 
‘D’ are entitled for washing allowance. Ext. W3 is the order 
of the Department of Revenue to give washing allowance 
to Sepoys of Customs, Central Excise & Narcotics 
Department who are given uniforms. Again this order will 
not show that the Railway employees are entitled to get 
washing allowance. Ext. W4 is with regard to washing 
allowance given to Postal employes who are supplied with 
uniforms. The order in Ext. W4 says that Postal employees 
who are getting uniforms are entitled to get washing 
allowance. This also does not show whether all the Postal 
employees are getting uniforms in order to say that all of 
them are given washing allowance. Assuming it is so, it is 
a different department and the same instructions need not 
be made applicable of Railway employees, It is for the 
Railways Board to decide to whom all uniforms and washing 
allowance should be given. The Railway feels that all 
categories of Group ‘D\need not be given washing 
allowance, but only those who frequently appear before 
the public so that they will look neat and tidy. This decision 
may appear to be discriminatory because many categories 
of Group ‘D’ who are entitled to get uniforms are not given 
washing allowance. The Sweeper-cum-Porters, Gangmen 
and Gatekeepers are not given washing allowance. All of 
them belong to Group ‘D’. But Railway has taken a policy 
decision which cannot be questioned in a Court of Law. 
The union is bound to show that some rights of employees 
are infringed in order to claim the reliefs. According to the 
union article 14 of the Constitution is infringed and the 
classification of workers eligible to get washing allowance 
is arbitrary and discriminatory. Article 14 guarantees that 
wrongful and irrational discrimination cannot be practised 
either by law or by executive order to enforce fundamental 
rights and to question their violation, the aggrieved person 
has to approach High Court u/A-226 or Supreme Court 
u/A-32 of the Constitution. Labour Court or Industrial 
Tribunal is not the forum to decide that issue or grant any 
relief. Since the Railway has not intended to pay washing 
allowance to all workers in Group ‘D’. But only to certain 
categories as per Ext. 4 and M5 orders, the workmen in 
question are not entitled to get washing allowance. The 
learned counsel for the workmen has not been able to point 
out that other than alleged violation of A-14 of the 
Constitution, what other provisions of law or executive 
orders are violated by railway. In the absence of any such 
infringement of the rights of workmen they cannot succeed 
to get washing allowance. 
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9, In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
demand of the union for washing allowance to the 
employees working as Sweepers-cum-Porters, Gangmen 
and Gatekeepers, is not legal, proper and justifiable. The 
union iq not entitled for any relief. The parties will suffer 
their respective costs. The award will take effect one month 
after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed biy her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
11th day of May, 2007. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness- for the Workman/Union : 

WW1 -Sfnt. Narayani-17-/ -2007 
WW2-S|iri A. H. Muhammed-24-4-2007 

Witnes^ for the Management: 

Nil, 

Exhibits for the Workman/Union: 

W1 : Photostat copy of Order No. RBE 29/01 reg. 
revision of rate of washing allowance. 

W2 : Photostat copy of order No RBE 15 8/02 regarding 
grant of washing allowance to canteen employees of 
railway. 

W3 : Photostat copy of Order No. A-26011/12/98. 
Ad. II. A dated 16-6-1998 of Deptt. of Revenue. 

W4 : Photostat copy of Order No. A-26/6/99. VPE dated 
28-3-2001 of Deptt. of Post. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

W1 : Photostat copy of cancellation of certificate of 
registration issued by registrar of Trade Unions. 

W2 : Photostat copy oi Part 1422 of Vol. II of Indian 
Railway Establishment Code, 

W3 : Photostat copy of Para 706 of Vol. 1 of Indian 
Railway Establishment Manual. 

W4 : Photostat copy of Amendment to Para 70 of Vol. 

1 ofIREM. 

W5 : Photostat copy of Amendment to Para 706 of 
Vol. 1 of Railway Establishment Manual. 
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New Delhi, the 28th May, 2007 

S.O. 1777.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-l^ibour 
Court-H, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of State Bank 
of Bikaner & Jaipur, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 25-5-2007. 

[No. L-12012/220/2004-IR(B-I)J 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-H, NEW DELHI 

ED. No. 12/2005 
Presiding Officer: R.N. Rai 

Present: Sh. V.K. Aggarwai —1st Party 
Sh. Rajat Arora —2nd Party 

In The Matter of:— 

Shri Ramesh Chand, 

C/o The Vice President. 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur Karamchari Sangh. 

898, Nai Sarak, 

Delhi-110006 

Versus 

The Asstt. General Manager, 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, Region-II, 

Delhi Zonal Office, Ahinsa Bhawan, 

Shankar Road, New Delhi. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/ 
220/2004-IR(B-l) Central Government Dt. 24-1-2005 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of Bikaner & Jaipur in regard to shifting the date of 
annual increment of Shri Ramesh Chand from 1st 
November to 1 st April on Promotion to clerical cadre 
in the year 1985 is just, fair and legal? If not, what 
relief, Shri Ramesh Chand is entitled to and from which 
date.” 

The claimant has filed statement of claim. In the 
statement of claim it has been stated that Shri Ramesh 
Chand is a workman joined the bank’s service w.e.f, 
26-8-1974 in subordinate cadre designated as Driver. He 
was drawing his annual increment on 1 st November every 
year after getting benefit of temporary service period 
rendered prior to his permanent appointment. 





3<h>] 


That he was promoted to aimed cache an 


atRs.545 as on 1 -5-1984 and his date of atewat inwomrnt 
was rescheduled a* oa 1st May every yee*^#. 4ate- of 
pfCWK}tkMi)a* per the thes prevailing policy of tee bank. 


Alina aaoa^ainu^ incuiiiiitiiM^HiMuaiBn nuNun 

formula vide its circuiarNo. PERifchfBS/ dated 27-^1985 
which was a ppli ca b l e with effect from i-^-^STSLApart hom 
fitment formula it provides protection of chat of santtsl 
increment of the p r o m d te e subje ct lb parsed) of the 
circular. The important contents of Sms' / ewe«dar are as 
under: • .’*■■■ • 1 ‘‘ x ’ . 

2 + At the recently held discussion with the 
representatives of flie State Baite.Bmpfoyees* Aaeociarioii 
at Bangalore on 12th June, l^*itwaiUgreetH:> tetoodte* 
a revised fitment formula. 

Mtet&while on 17-9-1984 ten Indian Bank’s 


settlement known as 4th BPS>vide ttes jrttksia* the scale 
wages for workmen staff w**e revised w.e.f. 1-7 -1983- 

That before his promotion, the workman as on 
30-4-1984 was drawing Rs. 342 as Basic Pqy and S^. 104a* 
special allowance for driver on regular basis. AccordaagSo 
4th BPS these pay and allowance were revised to 
Rs. 600 and Rs. 173 respectively in subordinate cadre. 

The basic pay of Shri Ramesh Chand as on 
1-5-1984 i.e. date otfhw promotion was fixed at Rs. 545 on 


new scale as pair table given in tee above cited circular 
arrived at 875 which dubbed wkh the employees of one 
lower stage in old scale i.e.Ra.515. According to para 2 (d) 
of the Circular cited supra the date of ann u el increment of 


That tee employee represented to th^mmagement 
time and again to get justice but to ab effect Theuqio* 
demanded vide tetter fetter 22- 10-3QD& to restore fee date <M 


Thn anssaMttgphteSMss>a^ste4aysoiadteing : < han - fjffit written 


produced on behalf of tec wodpsw»4odwwuy dispute 


Urntteeatateman of claim tsnefcfcer signed by tec 
workman non ic thcce any aeteotiaHirm tetter by tee 
workman. Tlna,teti!(aa*feiite?fe tofaedivmteMd for want 
of authori ration. 

It is vehemently denied teat tee workman was 
drawing Rs. 600 as basic pay and u special 

allowance. It is submitted that the basic pay wa* enhanced 
to Rs. 600 from Rs. 342 in terms of 4th BPS armed at on 
17-9-1984 and it cannot be teat the workman was drawing 
the enhanced basic pay hrlniT mhmrrmrnt it is abnotnte 
misrepresentation of facts teat adding enhanced basic pay 


i* arrived atRs. 790 

*mm (Rs.<wo+ 


oarrect nap ad lafcafttfMj fa teal if tee anmcf old basic pny 


case tee sum of basic pay and special aftciwihnr era 
Rs. 446 and thus he was fitted at Rs. 875 in lower 
Accordingly in termS -of clause 2 <d) his aw an al tecs 


'±:jcLA * • &.: 


teat the care of tee claimant 
q 760 ju«d 790. fat aH those caeee 
wuaceftfls from 761—789 tee 
it of above scale but at lower 




j 


fo p n ottwrin e in terms of*tea.2 Ubof teacifiteter. He was 
fitted atfcs.875 m lower stage ateg teus, teiypaofCTaMap 
2 (dj bf the circt^ar hit annual in cr eme nt date shifted to ten 
anniversary dafetef feb pooexteoa. The fitteeet of mteey 
wa* Mi as par teams' aadtenawp* weseduvayud to ten 
workmVa vide bir tetter jib. P/4l*CBm7J 


ft it vatenptently derated tent the employee 


injustice has been emend fofaim. The tetter of union was 


the said fitmeht with ulterior motive to harass the 
management. 

It is submitted that tee union raised an industrial 
dispute just to harass tee management. It is respectfully 
submitted teat tee w e fe re ri ceto this Hon’bte Tribunal k 
bad in tew aste«*was bo dispute at ah becau se tee fitment 
has been done in terms of cjrcutar. . 

The woiliiiam appficara hat fited rejoinder, far tee 
rejoinder he has, ivfaenimd the awwmn of k» claim 

statement and hm dtteedmmet of the paras of tee written 
•atemnank Utemtetepmant fans atee deni e d moat of tea 


Brides* dtitik *e 6*« token. Head 


It was iitemimif Item tea ri d e of the workman teat 
he joined tee bank's setVfc***!. 26-8-IWfc subordinate 
cadre designate d as Drivar. Hfe tea dr a Wie g his ammal 
teMSMtettea. 1« November every year after g e tting ben efi t 


k mi teteer 
cfcricel egteem Ci 


and his date of nttm a f ’ in rtrmrwr waa i tach e teteri 


a promoted to 
Keeper w.e.f. 


2646 GI/07—20 
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1st May every year (i.e. date of promotion) as per the then 
prevailing policy of the bank. 

4 was further submitted that the bank introduced a 
itpent formula vide its circular No. PER/84/85 dated 
( 85. Apart from fitment formula it provides protection 
jof annual increment of the promo tee subject to para 


■1* 


new fi 
27-9- 
ofdatei 

2 (d) oj the circular 


pay 


that th^ 
basic 
then he 
the pre v 
comes 
stage, 
increirt 


promol i 
IE 


was submitted from the side of the management 
correct way of calculation is that if the sum of old 
and special allowance crossed Rs. 455 or more 
will be fitted on Rs. 875 in higher stage. Whereas in 
lent case the sum of basic pay and special allowance 
lo Rs. 446/ and thus he was fitted at Rs. 875 in lower 
Accordingly in terms of Clause 2 (d) his annual 
jent date shifted to the anniversary date of his 
ion. 


(600+17 
where l y 
workrqa 
stage, 
that 
plausib 
explan^t 
this fo; 
that 
period 


the: 


staL 


paras 
long 
claim 


appro 
Sectioii 
exerci 
had 
and in 
basis 
powerf 
years oj 


I sine 


0 


delay 
IDcasi 
in the i 
on the 


the 
Novel 


date 


year 
from 1 


1* 


was further submitted that the case of the claiming 
r 3=773) falls between 760and 790. In all those cases 
•asic^plus special allowance falls from 761—789 the 
n will get the fitment of above scale but at lower 
|t was submitted from the side of the management 
re is no explanation of delay. Not to speak of 
le or satisfactory explanation. There is no 
tion at all what prevented the workman to approach 
n^im after a long period of 20 years. It is settled law 
e claim made after an inordinate and unexplained 
bould not be entertained. 


12 


tyy attention was drawn to 2005 (5) SCC page 91 
and 13. Hie Hon’ble Apex Court has held that 
ay impedes the maintenance of the records . Belated 
iiould not be considered. 


It has been held in (2001) 6 SCC 222 as under: 

pw does not prescribe any time limit for the 
l^riate government to exercise its powers under 
10 of the Act. It is not that this power can be 
at any point of time and to revive matters which 
e been settled. Power is to be exercised reasonably 
^ rational manner. There appear to us to be no rational 
which the Central Government has exercised 
in this case after a lapse of about seven 
the order ctisthissing the respondent from service.” 


sed, 


ih 


the instant case reference has been made after a 
ojf long 20 years. Limitation Act is not applicable in 
s but stale cases should not be considered. Delay 
ihstant case is inordinate and relief can be rejected 
ground of delay alone. 


nrnert 


Tjhe reference is for setting aside the order for shifting 
of annual increment of the workman from 1st 
to 1 st April on promotion to clerical cadre in the 
15. The workman has demanded annual increment 
lit November whereas in the prayer clause he has 
request id for the benefits for the period from 01-07-1985 to 


the date of payment together with interest. The prayer is 
for increment from 01-07-1985 to the date of payment 
together with interest. As such the claimant has not 
specifically stated the date of his annual increment. 
According to the reference it should be 1st November 
whereas according to the prayer clause it is 1 st July, 1985, 
whereas the date of increment in clerical cadre is 1 st May, 
1984. The statement is confusing. 

The annual increment relates to 1985. This reference 
has been received in 2005. It is settled law that stale claim 
should not be entertained and no premium should be paid 
for delay. There are catena of decisions on this point of the 
Hon’ble Apex Court. In view of the law cited above the 
claim of the workman does not deserve any consideration. 
The order of 1985 cannot be set aside on reference filed 
after 20 years. The workman is not entitled to get any relief 
as prayed for in view of inordinate delay. 

The reference is replied thus— 

The action of the management of State Bank of 
Bikaner & Jaipur in regard to shifting the date of annual 
increment of Shri Ramesh Chand from 1 st November to 1 st 
April on promotion to clerical cadre in the year 1985 is just, 
fair and legal. The workman applicant is not entitled to get 
any relief as prayed for. 

The award is given accordingly. 

Date: 17-05-2007 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

28 tli, 2007 

< +il.3JT. 1778.™stlsillP1947 (1947 
14) ^ tJRT 17 ^ 

^ yd> =b'4«M<T 

sppfa ft' frfe ftttK ft ^ta afalP i ch 

W (ft^ffttsqT 23/1999) ^ re i ft l H 
25-5-2007 W<[ 

[ft. ^-12012/597/1998-3n$3|R (ftt-I)] 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2007 

S. O. 1778 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 23/1999) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workman, received by the Central Government 
on 25-5-2007. 


[No. L-12012/597/1998-IR(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXUHE 

BEFORE SHRI RGSHUKLA FfQSSDXNG OPftCER: 
CENTRAL GOVHtNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-tXM-LiBOUR COURT KAMIJR. 

U>. No. 23/1999 
In the matter of dispute between: 

State Bank of India Employees Association' 

The Assisant Regional Secretary 
24, Lakshmi Market Regional Office 
Agra-282001 UP. 

And 

The Deputy General Manager 

State Bank of India 

Zonal Office Sanjay Place, Agra UP. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 

notificaionNo. L-12012/597/98-IR(B-1) dated 22-4-99 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this >; 
tribunal: * 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India Agra in stoppage of two increments in 
respect of Sri S. K. Bajaj vide their order dated 
17-9-96 is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. Briefly stated fact as set up by the Union raising 
the dispute op behalf of the workman in the statement of 
claim is that the workman was served with a char ge sheet 
dated 23-12-1994 on unfounded and false grounds by the 
opposite party which was effectively replied by the 
workman vide letter dated 24-1-1995. It has further been 
pleaded that service carrier of the workman ever remained 
plotless and neither he was ever chargesheeted nor any 
punishment was imposed upon him. It is also pleaded that 
the workman is an active trade union worker and o& account 
of this he has been chargesheeted deliberately by the 
opposite party on trumped up grounds as well as on false 
grounds. It is further pleaded by the union that toe entire 
domestic humify against the workman has been conducted 
violating rules of natural justice and distipimmy rules as 
well. No documents were supplied to the workman despite 
raisu^ demasid nd e^w the defence representative of fee 
workman vide letter dated 4-1-1996 lodged a protest before 
the Enquhy Officer still Enquiry Officer continued to 
conclude the inquiry. No opportunity of defence wan 
granted by the Inquiry Officer. 

3. It has also been pl ea d ed that the wor kma n was 
never gran t ed any dpp ortuhfr y by the inquiry officer to 
cross examine toe witoeases examfcedtytoe oppo site pa rt y 
before the htquiry officer and^ e ftgconctntfing the Evidence 
of management inquiry officer straight way directed to file 


written arguments. In this way the workman was deprived 
of ah opportunity of his defence, therefore, toe entire 
disciplinary action against toe workman is not in 
consonance with toe rules of disciplinary inquiry and 
principles of natural justice have been breached badly by 
themanagetnentof opposite party. Inquiry officer ignoring 
the facts of the case has prepared toe inquiry report, on 
arbitrary grounds which is nothing bqt*nex parte inquiry 
report and on the basis of exparte inquiry report 
management preferred to impose upon the punishment as 
mentioned in the schedule of reference order. It has also 
been pleaded that the final punishment awarded to the 
workman is absolutely on unfounded grounds and is liable 
to be set aside. On the basis of above pleadings it has been 
prayed by toe upiontoat final order dated 17-9-1996 be set 

benefits. ^ 

4. Opposite party has contested the claim Of the 

workman cm variety of grounds inter alia alleging that the 
workman was notttnrge sheete d on account of his trade 
union activities rather he was chargesheeted oa account 
of misconduct committed by him.. The domestic inquiry 
was properly conducted and the workman was given 
opportmtity to defend toe cam at every step by allowing 
him to appoint deference representative of his choice; copy 
of documents filed by the mflhagmheht Were supplied to 
the workman; defence representative admitted the 
docutaentmand desired time tb go through those 
documents Which was allowed to him; after exahtiningthe 
management witness, Inquiry Office* offered opportunity 
to the defence r ep r esen t a tive of toe amrkmaa^ to eras** 
examine toe management wgneaswvhioh was refcsed by 
him on ope ground or, the otoar; defence mprma^uatiye 
was given opportunity to file list of witnesses in defence 
still the defence representative did not comply with tte 
direction of toe inquiry officer, toercforethe inquiry officer 
concluded the inquiry. Ithasbeen pleaded by the opposite 
party that on the face of record it is quite obvious that the 
defence representative of the workman himself did not avail 
toe opportunity of defence therefore, top allegations of 
violation of principles' df datura! justice is absolutely 
devoid of merit and unfounded. The wotospan has fifed 
reply datd 20-8-1996 against v tne order of tentative 
punishment and considering toe same top disciplinary 
authority vfete ntolifilr lliiwt 1 

outer. Lastly it Mtbeen ptead^ s toili Workman k not 
entitled tor toe relief it dfthnedby theaniOtaonhis behalf 
intttepwnrit rtetoi. itoiefatotytemftttedby thteTVfeuhal. 

5. After exchange of Readings between toe parties 
both contesting parties were given opp ort un ity to adduce 
oral as well as documentary evidence in support of their 
respective claim and counter claim, but when the union 
failed to avail toe opportunity. granted by the tribunal, 
workman was debared from this evidence vide order dated 
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documen 

witness 


do: 


S*i 


6 . 

evidence 
support o 
tobelievi 
haw iu! 
evidence, 
the worl 
manage 
uaeontro 
no heska 


From 


3. On the cottnfiraty management adduced 
as well as oral evidence and examined its 
D. D. Ratra its officer as M.W. 1. 

the above fact it appears that there is no 

f vortfc the name on behalf of the workman in 
his chum, flatnfttte, the tribunal is not inclined 
case of the workmen. Whereas management 
bs initiated its cftUWihgr documentary as well as oral 
pven none was praeat or appeared on behalf of 
tan to cross-examine the witness of the 
intent, thus die evidence of management goes 
1 yited. Under dtetd circumstances tribunal has 
in t wi t tering the case of the opposite party. 


doa 


7. 

afttoftof 

videotex 
held that 
claimed bi 


view of above dacassions, k is held that die 
ttemanngamemof State ftaa* of India, Agra, in 
< * two increment* in respect of Sri S. K. Bajaj 
■ iated 17-9-1996 ia tqsal and justified, ft is farther 

he workman wtii act be granted any relief as 


8. Reference k therefore iflw w fcd ia fovow of die 



ml 

Ml f4) 
URW 
$ 

afhd^iw 

281/99) 


2007 

fa 177*.—aJkiPw asfitftqtr, 1947 (1947 

* wm* it 4? 

it W (^M WSM 


?5-5-2007 


w m 


w-noi2mi/99-«f3nt(kt-i)] 

^TR, arfkdtr# 


2007 

t.0j; pterttmtece of Section !7ofthe 


1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
j award (Ref. No. 281/99) 


Gowrameht 
of titeCenti*! 

Court, 
dispute 

Gramm Baj k and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central) kmaniart on 25-5-3007. 

[No. H20I2/241/99-IR(B-Dl 
AMY KUMAR, De* Officer 




ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIR. G SHUKLA PRESIDING 
OFFICER: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR 

I.D. No. 281 of 1999 
In the matter of dispute between: 

Shyam Kumar Verma 
C/oB. P. Saxena 
426W-II, VasantVihar 
Kanpur 
And 

The Chairman 

Kshetriya Kisan Gramin Bank 
Mainpuri 

AWARD 

L Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
twrifieatkxi No.L-12012/241/994R (B-1) dated 21/22-10-99 
ha* referred the following dilute for a^udjcation to this 

tetan*!: 

“Whether the action of the management of Kshetriya 
Kisan Gramm Bank, Mainpuri, in terminating the 
service* of Sri Shyam Kumar Verma and nek reinstate 
*■ him under the provisions of Sec. 25H is legal and 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. It is unnecessary to give full facts of the ease as 
set up by the contesting parties mainly for the reasons that 
from a bare perusal of the schedule of reference order it is 
quite clear that the date of termination of die services df 
the workman is not found mentioned in it. It may also be 
pointed out that it is held by the tribunal that the action of 
Jhe management is neither legal nor just then a normal 
Question which arises for consideration before the tribunal 
as to from what date workman be held entitled to be 
reinstated in the service. From this point of view the 
schedule of reference order prima facie appears to be vague 
aad the same is not liable to be answered by the tribunal 
granting workman relief as claimed by him. Even otherwise 
Oft nerit of the case it is not disputed either by the workman 
hy the management that the workman Was a daily rated 
employe*. A daily rated employee has no right to daim 
raotetatftteeat in the service of any deportment unless it is 
proved that he was ever appointed by order m writing as 
any pome of time. This preposition of law has repeatedly 
tajtet pointed out by the Hon’ble Supreme Court of India. 
Ina leading caseof Smt. Uraa D*vt verstt* Union of India 
tha Hoo’ble Supreme Court has held that daily rated 
«$pk>yfts Ms neither any status jnor.he can cUwa for hit 
rrrinftiaaii m in the serviceof the man manure FwiretiMiH 
preswd of the mxm% tnbuoaikef the firm ofm>am,tfcatiK> 
case is made out in favour of thejworkman, therefore, dm 
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workman cannot be bekl to be eetjUed fer the rplief as U). Noe. 291/3006, 2AMMWb» 290^006 & 303/2006 
claimed by him. U*MW2Bto 


3. In view of above position and discussions of facts 
it is heki that the action of the management: of Kshetriya 
Kisan Gramin Bank in terminating the services of Sri Shyam 
Kumar Verma cannot be held to be illegal and unjustified. It 
is also held that the provisions of Sec. 25-H of the I.D. Act, 
1947, can also not be made applicable in the case of the 
workihan. Accordingly reference is answered against the 
workman holdi ng that he is not entitled for any relief of any 
nature whatsoever what to say his reinstatement in the 
services of the opposite party bank. 

RQ SHUIQ^ Presiding Officer 
28*4,2007 


(I. D. 47/99 of Labour Court,* Erriakulam) 
Workman : C.Chnndran 

C/o General Secretary 
Dakshin Railway Casual Labour Union 
Edappally Norths 
Kochi-26. 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Ktimar 

Management : The Divisional Personnel Officer 
Southern Ra3 way 
PaWtkadv67«001 

Adv. Shri M;C. Cherian 
LD. 293/2006 

(I. D. 49/99 of Mbour Court Brnakulam) 

: K. Mans' 

C/o General Secretary 

Dakshin Railway Casual Labour Union 
. Edappally North, 

Kodu-26, 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 
: The Divisional Msonne!'Officer 


*»T. «T 1780 .—fam atftifwi, 1947 
(1947 ^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

foti *£ ya fa gfo 4 ate ^ tiK workman 

afttitflrar fro $ wsxt afoatfire? 

^ (tM #Wl 291; 293; 298; 

301/06) TOfira t, tit nNN urorc tit 25-5-07 

tit ‘9TPT $38 «ffl 

[U ^-41012/50/99-31$ 3JR (til-1) ] 

Eti Xp-41012/65/99-31$ m (tit-1) ] Management 


[ti. 7ff-41012/63/99-31$ m (tit-1)] 


[■& t^-41012/52/99—3TTlf m. (tit-1)] 





Southern Railway, 

Rdakkadrd78001. 

Adv. Shri M.C. Cherian 



SL O. 1780.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (1,4 of HM-7), the Central 
Government hereby, p ub lis he s the award (Ref. No. 291; 
293; 298; 301/06) of the Central Government industrial 
Tribunal-com-Labour Court Emakuiam as shown in the 
Anaexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Southern Railway and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central government on 
25-5-07. 

\Ne>. L4J012/50/99-IROtD], 
{No. L41012/6S/99-IR{B-I)} 

' V 1 1 fNb. L41012/63/99-IR(B-Dl 

' {hto L41(H^52^9-1B(&2)1 




Workman S Jgdtafcpap =■ 

: C/o Generaff ^ : 
Dakshin flail way Casual Labour Union 
Edappally tyorth! 

Kochi-26. • 

. Adv,SfcriC. Anil Kumar. 
Management : The Divisional Persortriel Officer 
Southern Railway 
Palakkad^78001. 

Adv. Shri M.C. Cherian. 
LD.30U2006 ■■■* 

(I. D. 59/99of LabcfuT^mul, fiflakutefe) 

Workman : Arumughain ; 

C/oGefteealSecretary 

Dafcshin RaftwayCa&ual Labdti Union 

Edappally North ^ 

'■«a«-26, : r ' ■ / ., 

, . ^ Aril fcunaf 
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Management The DiWaromUPersoimel Officer 
Southern Railway, 

Palakkad-678001. 

Adv. Shri M.C. Cherian. 

AWARD 

These arc references made by Central Government 
under Section 10 (1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. S nee these references are common except 
the names of 1 workmen. only one of die schedules of 
references is qu oted. The reference is: 

“Whethei the action of the management of Southern 

Railway,! 5 alghat in terminating die service of Shri K. 

Palani, Ti ansship Porter with effect from 28-2-81 is 

justified? If not, what relief the workman is entitled 

to?” 

2 . Since he facts, evidence and law are common. 
These reference s are disposed off by a common Award. 
The evidence is adduced in I.D. 293/2006 and it is treated 
as the leading case. 

3. The fa its of the case in brief are as follows:— 

The workmen, 4 in number, were engaged by the 
Railway as trail sshipment casual labourers on piece-rate 
basis from 1-1-1973 to 28-2-1981. The engagement was 
continuous and uninterrupted. The nature of work was 
that the workmen had to load and unload goods from 
wagons of mete r gauge trains to broad gauge trains and 
vice-versa. The workmen contend that they were under 
the control and lupervision of the chief goods clerk of the 
Palakkad Town 1 Railway Station. They were working from 7 
a.m. to 5 p.m. T le workmen were fat service continuously 
until 28-2-1981 1 dien their services were terminated abruptly 
without notice oi retrenchment compensation. The claimants 
are workmen coming within die definition of S-2(s) of 
Industrial Dispi tes Act. The work done by the claimants 
were continued 1 >y others who were juniors to the claimants. 
The claimants liad discharged their duties to the entire 
satisfaction of the management and there were no 
disciplinary pro feedings against them. The termination is 
illegal and again st the provisions of S-25F and 25G of I.D. 
Act. Hie workm en are entitled for reinstatement and back 
wages. 

4. The Ri ilway filed written statement contending 
that the claim is i .tale. The dispute was raised 18 years after 
the action of th t management. No records are available 
with the Railwa> to know the real facts regarding the service 
of the workers. 1 he workmen had challenged the action of 
the managemen before the High Court of Kerala in 1981 
itself by filing (IPs. 2947/81 and 4200/81. Subsequently 
they were transf ;rred to Central Administrative Tribunal, 
Madras. By a con imon order claim of workers were dismissed 
on 29-7-1987. Hence the present reference is barred by 
principles of res judicata and estoppel. The workers had 
filed applicatior before Assistant Labour Commissioner 
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(Central) for gratuity and an amount of Rs. 1385 each was 
allowed. Though the management had objected to the 
payment of gratuity and was aggrieved by the order of 
ALC, since the amount was meager the management did 
not challenge the order of the controlling authority under 
Payment of Gratuity Act. The identity of claimants is 
doubted. In the beginning transshipment of goods was 
being carried out by independent contractors. However, 
subsequently the employees formed a union and took up 
♦ the work on contract basis. The union was deputing their 
members for work. The work was not of regular nature. It 
was being done at the direction of the union. The 
transshipment was only up to 7-2-1981. It is denied that the 
workers were working continuously for 240 days in any 
year. The workmen raised dispute and got a reference to 
the Court by suppressing actual facts and misleading die 
authorities concerned. The order for payment of gratuity 
prompted the workmen to raise the dispute again which 
was already considered and determined by CAT. Another 
claim for gratuity of one of the workmen was dismissed by 
the Appellate Authority. Initially the Government had 
refused to refer the dispute for adjudication. The reference 
is not sustainable as it was obtained suppressing the facts 
and misleading the authorities. 

5. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration : . 

(1) Is the claim stale? 

(2) Is the termination illegal? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WW1 
and documentary evidence of Exts. W1 to W5 on the side 
of workmen and Exts. Ml to M3 on the side of management 

6. Point No. (1): 

The workers in this case (numbering 4) and 27 others 
were engaged for transshipment work at Palakkad Town 
Railway Station on 1 -1 -1973. They worked up to 29-2-1981 
when their services were terminated. The dispute was raised 
in 1999 references were made on 17-6-1999 and 15-7-1999 
after a period of 18 years. Hence the Railway contends that 
(he claim is stale and they are put to difficulty in tracing out 
records relating to the dispute. The judicial pronouncement 
is to the effect that though Limitation Act is not applicable 
to proceedings under I.D. Act. If there is inordinate delay 
in raising the dispute, thereby causing prejudice to Hie 
management in tracing out documents relating to the dispute 
and meeting the claims, then the aspect of delay has to be 
considered by Courts, the decisions are : 

Ajaib Singh v. Sirhind Co-op. M.P.S.S. Ltd. (1999) 6 

SCC 82. 

Nedungadi Bk Ltd. v. K. P. M^dhavankutty & Ors. 

2000-1 L.L.J. 561 Asstt. Ex. Engr. v. Sivlinga 2002- 

I1LLJ.457. 

Haryana State Coop. Land D^v. Bank v. Neelam 

20051-ULJ. 1153. 


3T 

* 
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Mahabirv. Stateof Haryana 2005-H-L.LJ. 391 

The workers are claiming rei n state ment with bade 
wages and continuity of service. They contend that they 
woe casual labourers who had put in 8 years of continuous 
service. They have attained temporary status as per the 
provisions of Indian railway Establishment Manual and 
are ‘workmen’ within the definition of S-2(s) of Industrial 
Disputes Act. To know the service status of these workers 
the management has to trace out die records of 1981 and 
prior to that. Unless a dispute is alive many records are 
likely to be destroyed according to rules for destruction of 
records. Besides, service records become voluminous over 
a period of several years and h is not easy to trace out 
relevant records. The long delay thus disables the railway 
to meet the claim. The delay has caused prejudice to the 
management. The claim is therefore stale. 

7. Point No. (2): 

The workers in these cases were engaged in the work 
of transshipment of goods from the wagons of meter gauge 
trains to broad gauge trains and vice versa from 1973. 
According to the workers they were employed directly by 
the railway in PalakkadTOwnRailwBy Station in 1973. They 
were supervised and controlled by the chief goods cleric of 
that station. WW1, one of the workmen was examined on 
behalf of workers. According to him toe workers have to 
sign toe muster roll in the morning and sign vouchers in 
the evening to get their wages. The payment was made on 
piece-rate basis depending upon the quantum of work. But 
according to the management initially toe transshipment 
work was entrusted to a contractor who had submitted the 
lowest quotation. Later toe workers themselves formed a 
union Mid toe work wastaken up by the union. The workers 
were deputed by the union, they were controlled and 
supervised by the union and not by Railway. Payment was 
made to union on piece-rate basis. The Railway had to 
disciplinary power over the workers. Hence they deny tost 
the workers were casual labours of the railway. They also 
deny that these workers had worthed continuously for a 
period of 240 days or more during any year. 

8 . No documents are produced by the workers or 
summoned from the management to show' that there was a 
muster roll for these workers, vouchers were signed by the 
workers or Acquittance Roll was signed by them to get 
their wages. Admittedly there is not appointment order or 
relieving order. The railway usually issues casual labour 
service cards to casual labours. That is also not produced 
by the workers. Other than the testimony of WW1 that 
they were supervised and controlled by the chief goods 
clerk of the station ami payments were made every evening 
on piece-rate basis by the Palakkad Town Station Master, 
there is no documentary evidence to substantiate the claim. 
No relevant documents to prove their claim are produced 
or summoned from the management. At toe same time WW1 
admits that the payment was made for toe days work as a 


by themselves. But toe absentees were not given wages 
os the days they were absent. The only documents 
produced by toe workers are order of Assistant Labour 
Commissioner allowing gratuity and toe orders of Regional 
Labour Commissioner as Appellate Authority confirming 
toe order of ALC for payment of gratuity. But later, by Ext. 
M2 order dated 29-1-2001 the dicision of toe controlling 
authority (ALC) for toe payment of gratuity to one of toe 
workers was reversed finding that there & ho employer- 
employee relationship between toe worker andtoe Railway , 
ft appears that when Ext. M2 decision was taken by RLC it 
was brought to toe nq&e of RLC that there was an order 
from Central Administrative Tribunal regarding toe issue 
of employment of these workers'In the Railway and that 
once toe Government had refused to refer the dispute to 
Industrial Tribunal by Exl.M3 order dated 24-3-2000. The 
present reference was made in 1999, prior to Ext. M3 order. 
When the present reference was made it appears that toe 
order of CAT was not brought* to the notice of the 
Government pxt. Ml is the order of CAT. The same issue 
regarding termination of service of workers and their 
reinstatement was considered by CAT, Madras bench. This 
case was originally filed before HonT>le High Court of Koala 
which was transferred to CAT. The CAT found that there is 
no master and servant relationship between toe workers 16 
in number and the Railway. The work was done through 
union which had deputed workers for the transshipment 
work. The Railway Administration had no control over the 
workers. The union used to supply labour and supervise 
them. The BaUway had no disciplinary power also. Therefore 
it was found that they were not toe workmen of the Railway 
and they were not entitled for any relief. In view of this 
decision of CAT it is submitted by toe learned counsel for 
the management that the present claim is barred by 
principles of res judicata The termination and its legality 
were challenged before CAT and the same issue is raised 
in toe present references as well. The forum that decided 
the former issue is competent to decide toe present issue. 
ThusS-11 of Civil Procedure Code applies and the claim is 
barred by princijples of res judicata. It is held in Ex. Engr. 
ZB Engg, Divtt v. Digembara JRao (2004) 8 SOC 262that toe 
principles of mtjmiicaia is apfrficabte to proceedings urider 
ID. Act ttatapart,** already found, there »absolutely 
no evidence to show that the workers were employed by 
the Railway. Therefore toe question of non-engagement or 
termination of the service of workers by Railway does not 
arise at all. Moreover k is admitted by WW1 that since 
February, 1981 the meter gauge trains stopped arriving at 
Palakkad Railway Station and hence there was no 
tra nsshipmen t work. Since the workmen were contract 
labour sad no toe employees of toe Railway, the latter was 
not bound to deploy them in any other unit of the Railway. 
The disengagement or termination, by whatever term it is 
called, is not illegal and the workers are not entitled to any 
relief. 
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th 


9. In 
action of the 
in terminatin 
K. Sankaran 
workers are 
will take effe4t 
Gazette. 


ie result, an award is passed finding that the 
Management of Southern Railway, Palakkad 
the services of S/Shri C. Chandran, K. Palani, 
pnd Armughan is legal and justified and the 
entitled for any relief. No cost. The award 
one month after its publication in the Official 


riot 


Dictated 
typed by her 
day of May, 


3007. 


P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 
tjae Workman/Union: 

Sankaran-9-5-2007. 


Witness for 
WWl-Shri K| 

Witness for 

Nil. 

Exhibits for the Workman/Union 

Wl: Photoi 
26-4- 
the PaV 


the Management: 


tat copy of decision in GA.27/96 dated 
l|996 by ALC, the controlling authority under 
ment of Gratuity Act. 


to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
corrected and passed by me on this the 16th 


W2: Photostat copy of decision in GA.25/96 dated 
24-2-1998 by RLC, the Appellate Authority under 
the Payment of Gratuity Act 

W3: Photostat copy of decision in GA.30/96 RLC, 
Appellate Authority under the Payment of Gratuity 
Act. 

W4: Photostat copy of decision in GA.27/96 24-2-1998 
by RLC, Appellate Authority under the Payment of 
Gratuity Act. 

W5: Photostat copy of decision in'GA.29/96 2-5-1996 by 
ALC, the controlling authority under the Payment 
of Gratuity Act. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Ml : Photostat copy of Order dated 29-7-1987 of CAT, 
Madras Bench. 

M2: Photostat copy of decision GA. 1/98 dated 
29-1-2001 by RLC under the Payment of Gratuity 
Act. *. 

M3 : Photostat copy of Order No. 4-41012/22/00-IR(B 1) 
dated 24-3-2000 by M/o Labour, Govt, of India. 
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